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ABSTRACT 
UNDERSTANDING THE ROLE AND POTENTIAL IMPACT OF 
NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION IN THE PRIMARY INCLUSION 
CLASSROOM 
FEBRUARY 2002 
SUSAN B. ROSA, B.S., FRAMINGHAM STATE COLLEGE 
M.Ed., FITCHBURG STATE COLLEGE 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Masha K. Rudman 
This research study uses a descriptive approach and systematic observations to 
examine the nature of nonverbal teacher-student interaction in a second grade inclusion 
classroom. Its purpose is to compare the nonverbal behaviors of children who are 
considered average in ability with those who are perceived as cognitively challenged, while 
they are engaged in regular classroom instruction in both large and small group settings. 
This study also examines the nonverbal behaviors of one teacher as she interacts with a 
select group of students within the context of a naturalistic classroom environment. 
The data collection involved classroom observations noting context, formal and 
informal discussions with the classroom teacher regarding lesson instruction, student 
profiles, and overall study validity and the videotaping of small and large group math 
lessons. 
vi 
For purposes of analysis, each videotape was viewed numerous times in an effort to 
capture the nonverbal interaction in the categories of Verbal Eye Contact, and Nonverbal 
Eye Focus (i.e., attending to teacher/student, attending to procedure, non-attending) in 
three situations: Student-teacher, Teacher-student. Student-student. Intra-observer 
agreement was established. The role of teacher/student proximity and teacher voice tone 
were addressed separately. 
The results indicate that the most common nonverbal behavior exhibited by both the 
special education students (SES) and regular education students (RES) was attending to 
procedure under the category of Eye Focus. The SES varied more among themselves in 
the verbal eye contact category, teacher eye focus and non-attending subcategories than 
did the (RES). Verbal eye contact and attending to student and attending to procedure 
in the Eye Focus category were the predominant nonverbal behaviors used by the 
classroom teacher. In most cases the majority of nonverbal interaction occurred between 
students who sat in close proximity regardless of their cognitive ability. The small group 
setting lent itself to greater frequencies in each of the nonverbal categories for both RES 
and SES. The data from this study also indicate a relationship between teacher voice tone 
and effective classroom management. Taking into consideration the possible nonverbal 
behaviors which engage all students may assist teachers as they attempt to meet the 
diversity in today’s inclusion classroom. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
Research studies done in classroom environments suggest that nonverbal behaviors 
send clear and distinct messages. Moreover, these nonverbal messages can be a more 
explicit and candid means of determining intent than merely the spoken word alone. 
Researchers posit that nonverbal behaviors often influence the demeanor of teachers and 
students (Woolfolk & Brooks, 1983; 1985; Feldman & Prohaska, 1979; Schwebel & 
Cherlin, 1972; Brooks & Rogers, 1981). What appears to be lacking in the research, 
however, are studies which explore the nonverbal communication of primary school 
children and their teachers in inclusion classrooms. After an exhaustive search of the 
literature, no studies were found which addressed the nonverbal interaction of primary 
school students and/or their teachers operating in inclusion settings. This study 
investigates the dynamics of teacher-student nonverbal communication in the complex 
inclusion classroom and provides additional indicators for teachers and teacher educators 
to consider as they evaluate positive and productive learning environments for all students. 
Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this case study was to examine how specific nonverbal behaviors were 
expressed during classroom instruction in the following nonverbal categories: Kinesics - 
verbal eye contact and nonverbal eye focus; Proxemics - nearness of student to teacher; 
Paralanguage - teacher voice tone. 
Research questions which propelled this study were: 
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1. Which nonverbal behaviors were most commonly exhibited by the focus students and 
teacher? 
2. Were the nonverbal behaviors exhibited by the regular education students and the 
special needs students similar in type, and/or frequency? 
3. Which context (small vs. large group setting; teacher-student proximity) prompted the 
greatest frequency of nonverbal behaviors? 
Sieniflcance of Study 
Educators are challenged daily in their attempts to inspire students in the learning 
process. Teachers and other school professionals tend to rely on the potency of words 
when attempting to project their message. Ekman and Friesen (1969), Mehrabian and 
Ferris (1967) and other researchers in the field of nonverbal communication, however, 
argue that up to 93% of all human interaction is considered nonverbal. Woolfolk and 
Brooks (1985) suggest that teacher nonverbal behaviors can either be a source of clarity 
or confusion for students in the classroom. If we accept the validity of these contentions, 
then we need to ask ourselves how do nonverbal interactions affect the learning process 
within the classroom environment? Are teachers fully aware of their nonverbal 
behaviors? If not, then what silent messages are teachers and teacher educators sending 
their students? How might those messages affect student attitude, performance, and self 
esteem? 
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The results of this case study contributes to the limited knowledge on the effects of 
teacher/student nonverbal interaction in primary classroom settings. In addition, this study 
also provides unique insights into the role that nonverbal behaviors play within the context 
of the inclusion classroom. This study may also help to generate hypotheses that could be 
subjected to future experimental testing. 
Typically, the inclusion setting is inundated by adult professionals who perform their 
services in the classroom during the regular school day. This distinctive environment 
creates opportunities for all students to interact verbally and nonverbally with many adults 
on a regular basis. Increasing the number of adults in the classroom increases the 
probability that students may be affected by the distinguishing nonverbal behaviors of each 
professional. In turn, each adult professional also needs time to acquaint themselves with 
the diversity of their students’ nonverbal behaviors while attempting to make meaning 
from their daily interactions. Perhaps this study may provide teachers and teacher 
educators with a wider repertoire of responses to consider as they reevaluate and reflect 
on their own teaching techniques. Such educational research can provide teachers with 
the underpinnings to build a more substantive performance portfolio that includes a rich 
array of nonverbal behaviors. 
Limitations 
This case study was unique in that it addressed the nonverbal interaction which took 
place between a regular education teacher and her students in a primary inclusion 
% 
environment. The focus, however, was limited to one second grade inclusion classroom 
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and one experienced female regular education teacher. This classroom teacher has had 
sixteen years of teaching experience in both traditional and inclusion settings. Six 
students, out of a class of twenty, were also highlighted. Four of these students were 
formally identified by educational professionals as having cognitive special needs, primarily 
in the areas of math and reading, and the other two students were deemed average regular 
education students by their present and former teachers. Students with other learning 
issues such as those with emotional, social, and psychomotor impairments are often part of 
an inclusion classroom but were not formally included in this study. Student and teacher 
observations occurred only during classroom instruction. The students and teacher in this 
classroom are of Anglo-American descent. This factor eliminates the possibility of 
deriving diverse cultural and ethnic data. 
Delimitations 
The classroom teacher. Miss O, was generally aware that this inquiry focused on the 
nonverbal interactions of students and their teacher during classroom instruction. 
Although Miss O had a sense that eye contact was one of the many nonverbal categories 
of interest she was unaware that the eye focus subcategories would become an integral 
part of this study (see Definition of Terms, page 5). Miss O did not view any of the 
videotapes until all of the data had been collected. Miss O spent four hours viewing 
some of the videotapes. At that time. Miss O disclosed that by viewing the videotapes she 
had become “much more aware” of her own nonverbal behaviors as well as the nonverbal 
/ 
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behaviors of her students. Quantifying teacher voice tone and the effects of 
student/teacher proximity were not discussed with Miss O until many months after the 
data collection. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Inclusion: is defined as a classroom environment where children are perceived to 
possess an extensive range of cognitive, emotional, social, and psychomotor strengths and 
weaknesses. Students with special needs as well as students perceived as average or 
above average in ability are integrated with the regular education classroom setting. In 
order to comply with state and federal mandates, professional support services (e g., 
special needs teacher, speech and language pathologist, occupational therapist, guidance 
counselor) are provided in the classroom setting for those children. 
2. Kinesics: is defined as “ . . . the study of body movement, posture, and facial and 
eye behavior”(Smith, 1984, p.173). 
Eye gaze has repeatedly shown itself to be an important factor in classroom management 
and instruction. For example, a teacher might give a prolonged look to a student as a 
signal to cease a particular behavior or as a means of promoting attentiveness and rapport 
with the teacher (Keith, Tomatzky, & Pettigre, 1974). 
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In this study eye behavior is described as follows: 
Verbal eye contact - is defined as eye contact made by the teacher or student 
during verbal exchanges. In this instance, the teacher and student are looking directly into 
each other’s eyes when speaking. 
Eye Focus -is expressed in three categories: 
Attending to teacher and/or student - is defined as looking directly at the teacher or 
student when either is addressing the group. For example, when the teacher is speaking to 
the entire class, a student may be looking directly at the teacher while she is speaking. In 
this case, however, the teacher may not be making direct eye contact with that student 
The same scenario may hold true for a student who is speaking to the class as a whole. 
The teacher my be looking directly at the student but the student’s eye focus may be 
elsewhere. 
Attending to procedure - occurs when students or teacher are watching each other while 
materials are being manipulated and/or during turn taking activities. Direct eye contact is 
not being made. 
Non-attending - occurs when the teacher or student has disengaged - 
For example, a teacher may divert her attention from a small group to address the needs of 
a child not in that group or a student’s attention may wander to another activity outside of 
the group. 
3. Paralanguage or Voice tone: is defined here as teacher voice inflections coupled 
% 
with positive or negative verbal expressions which are directed at the students during 
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classroom instruction. Voice tone is considered a paralinguistic behavior which is often 
not a factor with young children who tend to rely more on the spoken word as they 
construct meaning (Mayo & LaFrance, 1978). Research indicates that younger students 
have greater difficulty evaluating nonverbal behaviors especially when they are 
inconsistent with verbal utterances. Assessing such inconsistencies requires a higher level 
of cognitive functioning than most young children possess (Blanck & Rosenthal, 1982; 
Hessler, 1972). Teacher voice tone, however, has been associated with classroom 
management (Bugental & Love, 1975) and student performance (Woolfolk, 1978; 1983) 
which is why it was explored in this study. 
4. Proxemics: is defined here as the personal space or the nearness of a teacher to a 
student during lesson instruction. Research indicates that where students sit in a 
classroom often affects their level of interest and participation (Brophy & Good, 1974) 
and may influence classroom interaction and teacher delivery style (Breed & Colauita, 
1974; Brooks, Silvan & Wooten, 1978). 
Summary of Chapters 
Chapter I: Introduction: The introduction informs the reader as to the purpose and 
focus of this descriptive case study as it pertains to the nonverbal interaction between a 
teacher and her students in a primary inclusion classroom setting. 
Chapter II: Review of the Literature: The literature review explores numerous studies 
conducted by researchers in the science and social science disciplines. This review focuses 
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on those studies which address the nonverbal categories of kinesics, proxemics, and 
paralanguage as they pertain to student/teacher interaction in various academic settings at 
the primary or elementary level. 
Chapter III: Research Design and Methods: The methodology chapter describes the 
process and procedure of this descriptive study. Accessing the study site, data collection, 
including observations, field notes, and video taping techniques are addressed. 
Descriptions of the participants and the setting are included. The method of analysis is 
also presented. The results of a pilot study provide additional insights into the direction of 
this study. 
Chapter IV: Data Presentation and Analysis: In this chapter the data are presented 
and discussed as they relate to the nonverbal categories posed under the purpose of the 
study. 
Chapter V: Conclusions, Implications and Recommendations: The findings of this 
study and how they address the research questions are explored in this section. 
Implications for teachers and teacher educators are discussed and recommendations for 
further research are suggested. 
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CHAPTER H 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This literature review examines what the research offers on how nonverbal human 
behaviors manifest themselves as the young child grows and develops and how a child’s 
cognitive, affective, and social development might be nurtured in the primary school 
environment through a clearer understanding of the implications of nonverbal 
communication. The central focus of this review is to discuss the research on nonverbal 
communication as it relates to primary school children and their teachers and how this 
research may be applied in understanding the layers and complexities of the inclusion 
classroom. 
A Brief Historical Perspective 
Interest in nonverbal communication can be traced back as far as the Hellenic period 
(440-600 B.C.) of ancient Greece, (Knapp, 1978) but it wasn’t until Charles Darwin 
published his book. The Expression of Emotions in Man and Animal (1872), that 
biological scientists began to look at the underlying feelings and emotions of the individual 
as they respond verbally and nonverbally to a stimulus. 
Since the 1960's, a surge in interest and a significant body of research has contributed 
to our knowledge and understanding of the complexities surrounding nonverbal 
communication. Nonverbal communication is a fundamental aspect of human life from 
the moment we enter the world. Researchers have found that infants who are only forty- 
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five minutes old recognize and track the human face (Johnson, Dziurawiec, Ellis, & 
Morton, 1991). The human face is a primary source of communication and socialization. 
Scientists have determined that a section of our brain has been specifically programed for 
facial awareness (Geschwind, 1979). 
Infants possess the ability to differentiate expressions. This ability suggests that a 
biological predisposition exists which, some researchers believe, can enhance the 
“acquisition of culture” and if properly nurtured, the development of appropriate social 
behavior for that culture (Goldschmidt, 1993 p. 233). From birth a human being focuses 
and follows the human face, and can discern that face from other objects which 
subsequently the infant does not follow (Ekman & Friesen,1969). 
Studies done by Eible-Eibesfeldt (1973) expanded upon the notion of innate influences 
in the development of facial expressions. He found that there were few differences in the 
nonverbal behaviors expressed by children who were either blind or both blind and deaf 
compared with those that were not. In contrast, Birdwhistell (1970, p.28-29), a pioneer 
in nonverbal research and acclaimed founder of kinesics (body movement), suggested that 
“...there are probably no universal symbols of emotional state. We can expect them to be 
learned and patterned according to the particular structure of particular societies.” 
Ekman and Friesen (1969; Ekman, 1999), however, posit that humans also have the 
ability to control their facial output. Their research and commentary span over thirty 
years and further the notion that there is a universality to many of the facial emotions such 
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as happiness, sadness, fear, and anger. As children age and develop their facial behavior is 
based on individual challenges (e.g., levels of stress) and personal regulation (e g., how 
they display their feelings) (Zivin, 1982). 
The Influence of Social Context 
In studies done by Zeman and Shipman (1998) and Zeman and Garber (1996), the 
notion of social context as a determining factor in how children respond emotionally 
(anger, sadness, pain) is reinforced. Through the methodological use of vignettes and 
interviews these studies showed that young children (2nd grade) are less apt to use 
“display rules” (facial expressions which simulate feeling when you have none, give the 
appearance of having no feeling when you in fact do, or mask a feeling with the expression 
of one you are not experiencing) (Ekman, 1975). Children come to learn and understand 
these expressions as they develop chronologically and intellectually. Younger children will 
share their true feelings with a parent because they perceive their parents as more 
accepting and understanding of their emotions than their peer group. Older children (5th 
grade), in anticipation of a negative adult response, are more likely to share their feelings 
with a best friend first or a “medium friend” (one they associate less with). Peer approval 
is expected from a best friend. A less supportive response is feared from a peer (especially 
with girls), creating the need to use a display rule. Parents are still perceived as being the 
people most supportive especially when the feeling expressed is sadness. Often children 
will dissemble their affect more with their peer group in anticipation of losing status or 
being ridiculed. 
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Overall the Zeman studies indicated that children are more likely to regulate feelings of 
sadness (especially boys) and anger and less likely to suppress feelings of pain which is 
often expressed verbally. 
Generally, children under the age of ten are less able to hide their true verbal or 
nonverbal affect when compared with older children and adults (Saami, 1988). Young 
children are less able to be truly deceptive in displaying nonverbal behaviors, due in part to 
a lack in cognition (Feldman, Tomasian, & Coats, 1999). As cognition develops, and 
children become more aware of how they are presenting themselves to others, they 
become better managers of their expressive behaviors (Shennum & Bugental, 1982). 
Researchers agree that the more socially skilled an individual is, the better they are at 
practicing nonverbal deception (Feldman, White & Lobato, 1982; Custrini & Feldman, 
1989). 
These research studies prompted the selection of second grade students as participants 
in my study. This age group has been identified by researchers as one which has an 
established academic foundation but which does not possess the cognitive savvy to use 
“display rules” when expressing behavior. The implication is that the nonverbal behaviors 
exhibited by this age group may offer a more accurate representation of a student’s true 
feelings. 
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Children who have cognitive learning disabilities may also lack self esteem, which in 
turn may interfere with their ability to readily develop social skills. The less socially 
competent a child is, the more likely s/he will have difficulty with interpersonal 
relationships (Feldman et al., 1999). When cognition is compromised, the child’s ability to 
manage his/her expressive behavior may be further jeopardized. To be able to accurately 
appraise another’s emotions as well as to accurately project one’s own emotions is critical 
for social competence (Goldstein & Feldman, 1996). This lack of social awareness may 
affect the child’s relationships with his/her teachers and peer group. 
As previously stated, there is a significant body of evidence which suggests that young 
children do lack the ability to deceive others effectively in their nonverbal facial 
expressions. If we accept the notion that young children are less likely to hide their true 
affect, then it might also be possible to discern the true feelings of young children in their 
learning environment. In their book. Unmasking the Face, Ekman and Friesen (1975) 
remind us that: ‘The teacher needs to know whether or not the students understand what 
he is saying. Interest, concentration, and perplexity are shown on the face”(pp.3-4). 
“Emotions are shown primarily in the face, not in the body. The body instead shows how 
people are coping with emotion” (p.7). As educators assess a child’s cognitive processing, 
nonverbal behaviors (e g. facial expressions) may be yet another means of gauging 
whether or not a child is understanding what is expected of him/her. If classroom teachers 
look to nonverbal indicators as a means of assessing a child’s understanding of concepts 
% 
while they are teaching, insights into a student’s level of emotional investment may 
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become more apparent. Perhaps then, a determination can be made as to whether or not 
the child is ready or sufficiently prepared to make the necessary cognitive connections 
which promote growth and development within the context of that learning environment. 
After such an assessment by the instructor, appropriate modifications in teaching methods 
and strategies could then be considered. 
Effects of Nonverbal Interaction in the Classroom 
A complex exchange of nonverbal interaction alters and influences further interaction 
when individuals participate in the communication process. Teacher attitudes and 
expectations influence student behaviors and students in turn influence the behavior of 
teachers through their nonverbal behaviors (Braun, 1976; Noble & Nolan, 1976; Winne & 
Marx, 1977). 
An increase in social competence can lead to higher levels of self esteem and popularity 
amongst students. Children between the ages of five and ten who received training in 
decoding nonverbal behaviors improved their own nonverbal skills and appeared to be 
more popular with their peers (Norwicki, 1989). It is not much of a stretch to suggest 
that students who have a strong sense of self are more confident in their general abilities 
and perhaps are more willing to take greater risks in their learning regardless of their 
cognitive ability. 
When children are exposed to inconsistencies in social messages (e.g., teacher 
% 
chastising a student while smiling) their developed standards for deciphering meaning 
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becomes skewed and meaning becomes “lost, distorted, or misinterpreted” (Blanck & 
Rosenthal, 1982, p. 224). Research by Bugental and Love (1975) and Hall and Levine 
(1976) suggest that extensive exposure to such inconsistencies creates anxiety and can 
promote hostile behaviors in children (as cited by Blanck & Rosenthal, 1982, p. 225). 
Think of the teacher who uses sarcasm as a means of communicating in the classroom. 
Most young children are unable to discern the double meaning behind the words even 
though the intent may be benign. Younger children tend to rely more on the spoken word 
when constructing meaning, especially when the verbal and nonverbal are inconsistent 
(Mayo & La France, 1978). Children take the words at face value. They have yet to 
develop the savvy to discriminate the meaning behind the facial expression or other 
nonverbal behaviors that may influence meaning. Thus, the child may become confused, 
perhaps resulting in a wariness of the learning environment. A child’s self esteem can be a 
delicate property. A blow, however slight, can chip its fragile facade. Some children erect 
protective barriers in response to a learning environment which has become less inviting, a 
distant place to endure. Consider the additional complexities of those children dealing 
with cognitive learning disabilities. How do they address these ambiguities? It appears 
that it would be prudent for teachers to be as explicit and consistent in their verbal and 
nonverbal interactions with all students as possible. How do we prompt such teacher 
awareness? The study described here attempts to address any verbal and nonverbal 
teacher inconsistencies through classroom observations and field notes, viewing lesson 
* 
videotapes, and coding notable paralinguistic teacher/student interactions. 
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Students are often aware of their teachers’s feelings toward them and often make 
judgments about those feelings. In a study done by Woolfolk (1978) it was shown that 
students performed at a higher level when the student perceived being liked by the teacher 
based on the teacher-student nonverbal interaction. Research conducted by Brophy and 
Evertson (1974) found that teachers exhibit more positive nonverbal behaviors (e g., 
positive head nods, forward leans, eye contact, and smiles) toward those students whom 
they liked or enjoyed the most. In addition these ‘liked students’ initiated interactions 
with teachers at more appropriate times than students who were less liked and were given 
only warnings when they required a corrective measure. 
Brophy and Evertson (1974) also found that students who were considered behavior 
problems received more negative nonverbal behaviors (e g., grimaces, head wags, finger 
pointing, less eye contact) from their teachers than any other group of students. These 
negative behaviors were seen as a reflection of the teacher’s true feelings and not an 
attempt to engage in behavior modification techniques. Teacher verbal and nonverbal 
interaction with students who needed academic support or had medical issues was kinder 
and less critical than the other two groups. Although the learning disabled students 
tended to initiate interaction with teachers at inappropriate times, this did not prompt a 
negative nonverbal reaction from the teacher. 
The meaning of a nonverbal behavior is based on the context of the setting. A 
% 
% 
grimacing teacher gazing at a bright student who appears to be carelessly writing in her 
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journal may have a different impact from a grimace toward a child with a cognitive 
disability or motor weakness doing the same assignment, in a similar fashion. Teacher 
expectations can be disclosed through expressive facial displays. These facial expressions 
may have the potential to encourage or discourage student performance. As teachers 
attempt to become more cognizant of their own nonverbal behaviors perhaps their 
behaviors will be a more helpful indicator of information and less of a source of confusion 
for students (Woolfolk & Brooks, 1985). 
Children can and do assess the context of their situation within the framework of their 
interpersonal relationships. They consider their expressive responses based upon their 
alliances with peers and knowledge of adults. As cognition increases, children become 
more adept at controlling their expressive behavior (Shennum & Bugental, 1982). They 
recognize the need to integrate their response with their environment (Saami, 1988). 
Students who are able to assess the context of their learning environment and are aware of 
the attitudes and expectations of their teachers are more apt to be successful in school 
(Woolfolk & Brooks, 1985). Weinstein (1981) found that when she interviewed students 
on their perceptions of how well they were doing in school, many of the students cited 
“public feedback” from the teacher as a sign that the teacher thought they were 
performing well in class, although nonverbal indicators such as voice tone were also noted 
by students. For example, one student remarked “Well, the teacher many say you did a 
good job, but if she doesn’t use her special high voice, it wasn’t that good” (as cited by 
Woolfolk & Brooks, 1985, p.519). 
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Students who have difficulty interpreting the meaning of nonverbal behaviors tend to 
have problems in their familial relationships, interacting with their teachers and peer 
groups, and overall lower self-esteem (Keefe, 1988; Whalen, Henker & Granger, 1990). 
In fact the National Joint Committee on Learning Disabilities in 1987 included difficulties 
in developing and utilizing social skills as part of its criteria in defining a learning disabled 
student. Accurately encoding and decoding nonverbal messages are factors in developing 
social competence (Custrini & Feldman, 1989; Feldman, White & Lobato, 1982). 
Defining Nonverbal Categories 
Within the framework of nonverbal communication Knapp (1978) has grouped seven 
specific categories which describe nonverbal behaviors. They are environmental factors 
(setting, physical attributes), proxemics (personal space, nearness), kinesics (gestures, 
body movement, posture, eye and facial behavior), haptics (touching), paralanguage (voice 
pitch, volume, tempo, intensity, intruding sounds and silent pauses), physical 
characteristics (attractiveness, body odors...), and artifacts (clothes, jewelry...). The 
research addresses all of these behaviors in some fashion but most note-worthy in terms of 
numbers of studies are kinesics, proxemics, and paralanguage behaviors in the elementary 
classroom setting. 
Kinesics 
“Kinesics, defined as the study of body movement, posture, and facial and eye behavior 
is the category which has generated the most research and the greatest amount of public 
attention during recent years” (Smith in Woolfgang, 1984, p. 177). Research in this 
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category focuses on the kinesics of both teachers and students in the classroom setting. 
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Kinesic behaviors have also been discussed in studies focusing on the effects of 
student/teacher dyads, culture, race and cognitive ability. Those studies which primarily 
discuss student/teacher dyads will be addressed first. 
Kinesis in student/teacher dyads 
Students who receive positive verbal and nonverbal messages in the academic setting 
generally rise to the expectation sought by the instructor. Chaikin, Sigler, and Derlega 
(1974) in their study of undergraduates tutoring a ten year old boy found that when the 
instructor thought the child was bright, the adult exhibited a greater number of positive 
nonverbal behaviors than when the student’s ability level was unknown or thought to be at 
a low level. In addition, positive nonverbal behaviors exhibited by students toward 
teachers prompts similar positive facial responses from teachers toward students (Bates, 
1976; Feldman & Allen, 1974; Keith, Tomatzky & Pettigrew, 1974). The more students 
exhibit positive nonverbal behaviors such as eye contact, the greater the likelihood the 
teacher will respond with similar nonverbal behaviors and the more favorably the teacher 
will view the ability of these students (Smith, 1984; Woolfolk & Brooks, 1983). 
Moreover, students who exhibit positive nonverbal behaviors tend to interact more 
verbally, respond in a similar manner as the teacher, and are considered high achievers by 
their teachers (Bates, 1976). Behavioral reciprocity is a powerful classroom phenomenon 
(Bates, 1976). 
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The indicators of existing reputation and the results of the expectancy effect are 
renowned in the social psychology realm. Rosenthal (1979) found that teachers interact 
differently with high potential achievers versus low potential achievers. Students 
considered high achievers were given more challenging work, more interaction time, and 
received more positive verbal and nonverbal responses (e.g., head nods, body lean, smiles, 
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eye contact) from their teachers. 
Surprisingly, teachers are often unaware that their verbal and nonverbal behaviors 
influence student performance as well as student self concept, although studies have 
shown that once teachers become more cognizant of the messages they are sending, they 
are more likely to monitor their behavior, thus responding in a way that raises the level of 
student achievement and self esteem (Martinek, 1982). 
Feldman and Allen (1978) found in their study that children in Grades Three and Six 
assessed the nonverbal behaviors of their peers more accurately than the adults did (as 
cited in Philippot, Feldman, & McGee, 1992, p. 200). In this study, children and adults 
watch videotaped segments of third graders listening to either a simple lesson or a difficult 
lesson. By evaluating only the nonverbal cues, the children and adults (most of whom 
were teachers) were asked to assess how well the third graders understood the lesson. 
The third and sixth graders easily distinguished the level of understanding between the two 
lessons. The adults were less proficient in their assessment. 
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Children may have the capacity to “read” each other in ways that differ from how 
adults perceive them, especially when focusing exclusively on nonverbal behaviors. As 
previously stated, children less than ten years of age are less apt to use display rules, hide 
their true affect, or be truly deceptive in their usage of nonverbal behavior. Perhaps it is 
this lack of deception which enables young children to accurately assess a peer when 
asked to focus in on one. 
The notion that children perceive adult nonverbal behaviors in the same way as adults 
do is questionable (Clark & Creswell, 1978). Piaget’s theories of child development 
indicate that a young child’s cognitive ability precludes the capacity to focus on several 
communication dimensions simultaneously while attempting to make decisions (Mayo & 
LaFrance, 1978). The ability to discern nonverbal behaviors and infer meaning develops 
as the child ages and as the child spends more time with that adult (DePaulo & Rosenthal, 
1978). 
The impact of individual differences cannot be overlooked. Like adults, children do 
not perceive everything in the same manner. Research indicates that children are better at 
nonverbal decoding (decipher meaning) than nonverbal encoding (express meaning) 
(Odom & Lemond, 1972) and can better decode the nonverbal behaviors of those they 
know well (Abramovich, 1977). 
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Focusing on teacher kinesics 
The use of gestures is a primary component in the kinesics category. Frequent 
gesturing is an indicator of teacher involvement and creates an atmosphere conducive to 
cooperation and mutual regard in the classroom (Mehrabian, 1971). Moderate gesturing 
not only indicates teacher involvement but also teacher enthusiasm which can also lead to 
greater teacher effectiveness (Roderick, 1973). Instructors who smile relate a quality of 
warmth, promoting a more supportive, positive classroom environment (Bayes, 1970). 
Establishing and maintaining eye contact is a fundamental aspect of classroom 
interaction and management. It establishes the teacher’s presence (Hodge, 1971) and 
often indicates the importance of the teacher’s message. Eye contact has the power to 
include or exclude others. Otteson and Otteson (1980) found that primary school 
children’s ability to recall a story was greatly improved with teacher eye contact. In an 
experiment conducted with a special education student and a regular education student 
(Van Houten, Nau, MacKenzie-Keating & Colanicchia, 1982) at the elementary level, it 
was found that the use of eye contact during a verbal reprimand along with a grasp on the 
shoulder was more effective in addressing misbehaviors than reprimands without eye 
contact or shoulder grasp for both students. Ignoring the behavior was the least effective 
method for changing deportment. 
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More specific studies are needed in this research area. Special needs is a broad 
category and students who are placed within this classification vary greatly in their 
strengths and weaknesses. Generalities on how any group of students might react in a 
given situation may lead to misguided assumptions. 
Kinesics in culture, race, and those cognitively challenged 
The importance of context can not be overlooked in extracting meaning from exhibited 
nonverbal behaviors. Feldman and Allen (1974) found that merely counting the number of 
times a behavior is exhibited can often be misleading and can create data that are skewed 
( as cited by Woolfolk & Brooks, 1983, p. 113). A teacher may exhibit a positive 
nonverbal behavior for many reasons. For example, a teacher may initiate eye contact to 
engage attention or to prevent a child from disrupting a lesson. Interactions between a 
teacher and student are so brief and so numerous that it takes an astute eye to capture 
these behaviors and assess meaning to those actions. Furthermore, an awareness and full 
understanding of the differences in cultural behavior is paramount when attributing 
meaning to those behaviors (Hall, 1972). 
Simpson and Erickson (1983) studied sixteen female first grade teachers (8 white and 8 
black) in a classroom setting and found that the white female teachers gave more verbal 
and nonverbal attention to black and white males than to female students. The white 
teachers, however, responded more nonverbally negatively to black male students. Black 
female teachers did not dichotomize when praising males and females of either race. 
Black female teachers were found to use a more neutral verbal pattern along with a 
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greater amount of nonverbal praise toward both black and white female students than did 
the white teachers. Simpson and Erickson cite research by Coates (1972), Eaves (1975) 
and Feldman and Donohoe (1978) which support these findings. 
Further studies (Feldman, 1977; London, 1977) involving black and white teachers 
instructing black and white students suggest that teachers do display more positive 
nonverbal behaviors to students of their own race. In the Feldman study, white and black 
“judges”(selected observers) viewed videotapes of white and black teachers conducting a 
brief lesson on trapezoids and administering a 14-item test to two white male and two 
black male third grade students. Viewing the faces of the teachers alone, the judges rated 
how “pleased” the teacher seemed to be with the students’ performance. The students 
were confederates and were instructed to answer 12 of the 14 items correctly. The white 
judges found that the white teachers appeared more pleased when commending the 
performance of white students than black students. But the white judges saw no 
differences in how the black teachers responded toward white or black students. The 
black judges did not detect any differences when white teachers were teaching black 
students versus white students. The black teachers, however, were seen by the black 
judges as being more positive when teaching black students than when teaching white 
students. What is especially noteworthy here is that the judges were unable to see 
nonverbal differences in cross-race teacher-student dyads. Differences could only be seen 
if the judge and the teacher were of the same race. 
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Studies which suggest differences in how black and white teachers respond to black 
and white students may lead to further speculation on the overt and covert subtleties of 
nonverbal interaction in classroom settings and what effects these nonverbal messages may 
have on the cognitive, emotional, and social development of young students regardless of 
race or ability level. 
Teachers tend to exhibit more encouraging nonverbal behaviors toward students 
considered either gifted or who struggle with behavioral issues than regular education 
students (Achilles & French, 1977). Research by Achilles and French indicate that both 
experienced and inexperienced teachers showed the least amount of encouragement 
toward the average students in the class. This factor is disconcerting and one that many 
teachers grapple with daily in the classroom. Meeting the needs of all students, all of the 
time, can be an overwhelming task. 
The following is one of the few nonverbal studies which includes students who are 
challenged in their learning. The Diagnostic Analysis of Nonverbal Accuracy (DANVA) a 
screening device which measures nonverbal processing ability was used to test three 
groups of students: learning disabled students, learning disabled students on medication 
for Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), and regular education students, all 
ranging in age from six to ten years (Sprouse, Hall, Webster, & Bolen, 1998). The results 
indicated that there were few differences among students in the posture, gesture, and 
paralanguage (voice tone) subtests but some significant differences did occur in the facial 
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expressions subtest. The results suggest that students with learning disabilities had a 
greater difficulty discerning the nonverbal facial cues than did the regular education 
students or those students who had learning disabilities and ADHD. Negative emotions, 
however, such as fear and sadness were misperceived by all three groups. All of the 
students who were considered learning disabled and ADHD were given the medication 
Ritalin, which is commonly prescribed for students with ADHD, to help control 
impulsivity and promote attention in the classroom. This factor may have influenced the 
results of this study, putting into question the validity or implications of the findings. 
The teachers rated those students with LD/ADHD as having a greater incidence of 
social perception difficulties, although those students did not have significantly lower test 
scores on nonverbal perceptions than the regular education students. The parental rating 
of these students did not show this discrimination among the three groups and therefore 
did not correlate with the teachers. This perceptual discrepancy between the teachers and 
the parents suggests the possibility of a biasing effect on the teachers. This study also 
suggests that it is not a matter of children with LD/ADHD having more perceptual 
difficulties but perhaps it is more a matter of the appropriateness of their responses. 
Studies done by Flicek (1992) and others corroborate the finding that the ADHD 
component may be a greater factor in student learning problems (e g., carelessness in work 
habits, procedural misinterpretation) than a mere learning disability alone. Further 
research is indicated. 
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There are many categories under the umbrella of learning disabilities and although the 
indicators suggest that children with LD alone (Loveland, Fletcher, & Bailey, 1990) have 
more difficulties with the perception of nonverbal cues, it may also depend on the type of 
learning disability. 
Inclusion classrooms contain children who are not only challenged in their learning but 
often come from diverse racial, social, and cultural backgrounds. Often these students 
have difficulty decoding the contextual cues in the classroom (Gumperz, 1981). In a 
study done by Gumperz, recorded voices of black students, on their first day of school, 
were played to black judges (raters) who listened and analyzed students responding to the 
expressive behaviors of their teacher. Speaking in a high pitch sustained voice the 
students responded with “I don’t know, I don’t want to do this, I can’t read, I can’t do 
this.” After careful evaluation it was determined that the students were capable of doing 
the work when assisted by another adult in the room. Their negative responses were 
really a plea for support; they did not want to work alone. 
“If cultural differences in nonverbal communication lead teachers to see their students 
as insensitive to nonverbal cues, the work of Halberstadt and Hall (1980) suggests that 
lower evaluations of the students’ cognitive abilities might follow” (Woolfolk & Brooks, 
1983, p. 109). Further research involving the use of natural classroom settings and a 
careful description of the multiple factors involved in assessing context appears indicated, 
especially within the dynamics of today’s inclusion classroom. 
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Proxemics 
In Silent Messages, Mehrabian (1971, p.l 13) speaks about the “immediacy or 
proxemic metaphor which in essence says that we want to be close to the things and the 
people we like and we distance ourselves from that which we dislike. 
Proxemics, or the physical nearness of a student and teacher, has an impact on 
classroom interaction. Where a student sits in the classroom to a great extent determines 
the level, type, and frequency of teacher interaction. Those students who sit in the front 
of the room are considered more attentive and more likeable by their teachers than those 
students sitting in the rear of the class (Schwebel & Cherlin, 1972; Brooks & Rogers, 
1981). 
Where children sit in a classroom affects their level of interest and participation 
(Brophy & Good, 1974). Students who sit near the teacher exhibit more teacher friendly 
behavior which prompts positive teacher responses (Breed & Colaiuta, 1974) The closer 
the student is to the teacher the more interactive and permissive the teaching style. 
Teachers tend to speak more conversationally to students who sit closest to them and 
allow for more personal interaction. The further away from the teacher, the more lecture 
is the form of teacher delivery (Brooks, Silvan, & Wooten, 1978). Students who are high 
achievers tend to do well wherever they sit (Millard & Stimpson, 1980). 
28 
Sommer (1969) conducted a study where he looked at students in six different 
classrooms which varied in seating configuration, numbers of students, and environmental 
amenities to see what the effects might be on participation. He found that most of the 
students who participated sat in the front and center of the classroom. Furthermore, the 
teacher made frequent eye contact with those students who were closest to him/her and 
these students were also the ones who participated the most. Sommer also found that in 
large classes most of the student-teacher interaction was initiated to establish clarification 
or to repeat information. There were no rich discussions or an exchange of ideas. 
Overall, the amount of participation decreased as the number of students increased. The 
most preferable seating arrangement for promoting classroom interaction appears to be the 
horseshoe or the half circle. These configurations prompted a greater level of student- 
teacher interaction in the Sommer study. 
Students who appear to possess less academic ability in the classroom are sometimes 
placed in areas where the teacher is less accessible. Rist (1970) found that a kindergarten 
teacher sat students who were considered of low ability at a table furthest from her desk 
and away from most instructional areas for the entire school year. The students’ ability to 
hear their teacher was often significantly impaired. One can only ponder at the emotional 
and psychological ramifications of such an ecological decision. 
Mehrabian (1971) reminds teachers to be aware of the potential impact of not 
distributing their attention equitably among students of varying abilities. Those who 
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appear less able often receive the least amount of attention during group instruction and 
may feel left out of the learning process. Sometimes poor performance can be linked to 
an emotional sense of being rejected or not valued. When these students are encouraged 
to actively participate in the learning process, a higher level of achievement is often 
possible (Mehrabian, 1971). 
Paralanguage: Studies involving lower socioeconomic students (SES) and race 
Paralanguage studies (e.g., voice tone, volume, tempo, pitch, and intensity along with 
sounds, hesitations, and pauses ) provide some evidence that a more assertive (bold, 
confident) teacher voice tone might be a factor in classroom management (Bugental & 
Love, 1975). The results of one study by Woolfolk (1983) found young children 
considered low in socioeconomic class had a higher performance level when their 
teacher’s voice was positive (approving and affirming). Woolfolk (1978, p. 126) indicates 
that the optimal nonverbal teacher behavior in promoting student performance is “positive 
verbal statements delivered in a nonverbally negative manner.” The negative nonverbal 
supports studies done by Bugental, Henker, and Whalen, (1976) and Bugental and Love, 
(1975) indicating the effectiveness of the parental assertive voice tone in controlling the 
behavior of their children (as cited by Woolfolk & Brooks, 1985, p.521). 
Middleman (1972) found that lower socioeconomic elementary school students were 
more productive when the teacher was nonverbally negative (no nonsense approach). In 
these studies, teachers using positive language while projecting a no nonsense delivery 
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manner appeared to be most effective in increasing student productivity. It also has been 
suggested that teachers who use an assertive voice tone have students who spend more 
time on task (Rosenshine, 1978). 
Researchers whose goal was to investigate the nature of links between teacher 
nonverbal behavior and student performance (Driscoll, 1979; Kaufman, 1976; Middleman, 
1972; Woolfolk, 1978; Woolfolk, Garlinsky, & Nicolick, 1977) and student nonverbal 
behavior and teacher performance (Feldman & Prohaska, 1979) found that the substance 
of the teacher’s statements and the nonverbal manner in which these were expressed 
influenced the willingness of students to reveal their true feelings to the teacher. Woolfolk 
(1978) found that positive verbal and negative nonverbal teacher behaviors prompted sixth 
graders to write more during a vocabulary mini lesson which supports Bugental et al. 
(1975) in their findings that a no nonsense tone of voice helped parents influence their 
children’s behavior. 
In an earlier study, Goldberg and Mayerberg (1973) showed three videotapes to 
students in Grades Two and Sue. Each videotape showed a teacher conducting a lesson 
on drawing using the same verbal pattern but either a positive, negative, or neutral 
nonverbal pattern (e.g., nods, leans, eye contact). The results indicated that the black 
second graders assessed the neutral teacher as being more positive, although both the 
second and sixth grade white students and the sixth grade black students preferred the 
more positive teacher. 
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In a similar study Wass (1973) varied both the verbal and nonverbal messages in his 
presentation to 307 third, fourth, fifth, and sixth graders. He found that the verbal 
interaction was more influential for the younger students (80%) in determining meaning in 
the message (also noted in Saami, 1988). As the students aged, the verbal message alone 
was less influential. 
Research done by Middleman (1972) also contributes to this body of literature in his 
study involving students doing a drawing assignment. Here the lower socioeconomic 
black students, while involved in the drawing activity, had a higher performance rate when 
the teacher was nonverbally negative. These researchers suggest that it would be prudent 
for novice teachers to present a strong authoritative manner, especially in the area of voice 
tone, when they first begin teaching. 
Elementary Studies 
In studies done at the elementary level, students in general prefer teachers who remain 
in close proximity and exhibit positive nonverbal behaviors such as head nods, smiles, eye 
contact, body lean (Chaiken et al, 1978). Children with low ability preferred to be near 
their teachers while children with high ability opted to be part of a circle or horseshoe 
configuration (Rubin, 1973). Overall, males preferred a more distant format than females 
as they increase in age (Norton & Dobson, 1976) and gender appropriateness becomes 
more dominant (Frederickson & Ertel, 1977). As students age, the idea of closeness takes 
on a different context in terms of gender proprieties. Younger children prefer the teacher 
■ 
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to remain physically close and interactive. As children advance in grade level it appears 
32 
that some teacher behaviors and seating preferences change accordingly. What appears to 
remain a constant is the students’ desire to experience teachers who are perceived as being 
friendly and who possess a caring demeanor. 
Researchers in nonverbal communication continued their work in the 1990's. In 
contrast to the numerous studies found in the 1970's and 80's, however, much of their 
inquiry focused outside of the elementary classroom and looked into other dyadic or social 
interaction settings (e.g., toddlers, parent-child, the judicial system, physician-patient, 
marital couples). 
In sum 
The studies and research findings presented here provide a significant body of evidence 
that nonverbal assertiveness can be an effective management tool for teachers in the 
classroom. Furthermore, nonverbal teacher behaviors which support and encourage 
student involvement also increase the learning potential of students. In addition, instructor 
proximity influences the performance and comfort level of students. Gender and age are 
factors to be considered when arranging teacher-student proximity. And finally, teachers 
who present material using a monotone voice, who make infrequent eye contact, who 
exhibit few gestures while teaching and seldom smile, are unlikely to keep the attention of 
their students. 
As Woolfolk and Brooks (1985) conclude, ‘The link between teacher nonverbal 
behavior and student learning may be found in research on effective classroom 
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management. Students are more likely to learn if they cooperate and participate in class 
activities designed to produce learning. Nonverbal expressions of the teacher may play a 
major role in establishing and maintaining pupil cooperation during instructional activities” 
(P-520). 
As the trend for including students with cognitive, social, emotional, and behavioral 
disabilities in the regular education classroom continues and educational specialists assist 
in providing prescribed services, the complexity of the nonverbal discourse may have an 
even greater bearing on classroom climate and ultimately in the learning process. 
Although the intent of this study is to examine a few specific teacher/student nonverbal 
behaviors in a less traditional classroom venue, the hope of this investigator is to provide 
additional insights into the existing literature on nonverbal communication in alternative 
classroom settings. 
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CHAPTER m 
METHODOLOGY 
Pilot 
The following sections describe the events which led to the formation of this 
dissertation beginning with the design of the pilot study. A sequential format has been 
used. 
In August of 1999,1 discussed my desire to conduct a pilot study on nonverbal 
communication in a primary inclusion classroom with a teacher (Miss O) I had known for 
many years. That fall. Miss O was scheduled to teach an inclusion class. A special needs 
teacher would also be working in her classroom for 90 minutes each day supporting the 
curricula in reading, language arts, and math. After many discussions, both teachers 
agreed to participate in the pilot study. This research study looked at the nonverbal 
interaction between both a special needs teacher and her students and a regular education 
teacher and her students in the same second grade inclusion classroom over a three week 
period. 
Happy Day Primary School is located in a small rural town in Massachusetts. In 
October of 1999,1 formally met with the school principal to discuss the feasibility of 
conducting a pilot study there. Several lengthy discussions ensued over several days 
concerning the ramifications of videotaping students in the classroom setting. Eventually 
I was able to address the concerns of this principal and was given access to the site where 
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the pilot study took place. I was fully aware that the opportunity to observe and 
videotape students in a naturalistic setting was atypical. Appreciating this liberty, I made a 
concerted effort to amass a substantial amount of viable data in the time allocated. I 
videotaped 25 interactive lessons in both large and small group configurations in the areas 
of reading and math. Two of these lessons were examined in the pilot study. 
Informed Consent 
In January of 2000, a permission letter was sent home to all of the parents whose 
children were in Miss O’s classroom. This letter informed parents of the planned pilot 
study, mentioned the full support of the administration and classroom teachers (including 
the special education teacher) and insured student, teacher, and school anonymity by using 
pseudonyms. A designated date and time was also offered for parents to meet with me to 
discuss any concerns they might still have regarding the execution of the pilot study. All 
of the parents agreed to participate and returned their signed forms. (See Appendix A). 
In June of 2000, a promised summary of the major findings of the pilot was sent to the 
principal, the two teachers involved and each parent. (See Appendix B). 
Methods, procedures, and the results of the pilot study will be discussed in the 
following section. Decisions which helped to determine the course of this dissertation 
study will follow that discussion. 
The pilot study examined the nonverbal teacher-student interaction in a second grade 
inclusion classroom. Its primary focus was to note similarities and differences between the 
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nonverbal communication of two students with cognitive weaknesses in the areas of math 
and reading (one male, one female ) and two regular education students (one male, one 
female) as well as the nonverbal behaviors of the two teachers who worked closely with 
them (one experienced female regular education teacher, one novice female special 
education teacher) during two small group (20 minute) math lessons. Through 
observations, videotaping, coding, and analysis of these two math lessons, four nonverbal 
behaviors were assessed: positive and negative head nods, grins/grimaces, 
verbal/nonverbal eye contact, and teacher voice tone in three situations: teacher interacting 
with student, student interacting with teacher, and student interacting with student. 
The results indicated that the students who sat near each other or near the teacher had 
more verbal and nonverbal interactions. In aggregate, regular education students (RES) 
exhibited more verbal and nonverbal eye contact and appeared to sustained that eye 
contact for longer periods of time than did special education students (SES). SES 
exhibited more tactile movements. Collectively, the SES exhibited more smiles and 
positive head nods in the small group setting. (See Pilot Data in Appendix C ). 
Inter-rater Reliability 
After three days of videotaping, I met separately with two doctoral students who were 
also practicing teachers. A discussion of the coding instruments I developed and an 
understanding of what constitutes a nonverbal behavior were then agreed upon. Together 
we viewed one of the small group math tapes repeatedly and successfully established inter- 
rater reliability (r= .82; r= .96). At the completion of the study Miss O, the regular 
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education teacher, also spent four hours viewing video tapes for the purposes of self 
analysis and reflection. Her observations confirmed the findings of the raters as well as the 
results of the overall study. 
Interviews for Pilot Study 
At the conclusion of the classroom data collection two formal interviews, one with the 
special education teacher and one with the regular education teacher, were conducted, 
audiotaped and transcribed. Questions which sought each teacher’s experiences with 
those who were most influential in their life as an educator, how both teachers used 
classroom management techniques, and how each teacher met the challenges of actively 
addressing the diversity of students in their classrooms were posed by this investigator. 
Informal discussions with both teachers also took place on a regular basis during the 
study. Miss O and I spoke frequently in the evenings by telephone as well as each 
morning in the classroom regarding the progression of the study, the videotaping process, 
and her plans each day for student instruction. 
Student placement and desk configuration were addressed each day in an effort to 
maximize the capturing of nonverbal student/teacher interaction during lesson instruction. 
It took this investigator over three hundred hours to code the videotapes and record the 
specific nonverbal behaviors and interactions of each student and teacher for the 
completion of the pilot study. 
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Factors leading to the Dissertation 
The results of the pilot study contributed to the formation and modification of the 
nonverbal behaviors which are addressed in the dissertation. For example, the frequency 
of student head nods and grins and grimaces were not sufficient to prompt a more 
substantive inquiry and therefore these nonverbal behaviors were eliminated from the 
dissertation. What was noteworthy, however, were the number of frequencies in the 
verbal and nonverbal eye contact categories. Verbal eye contact was and remains defined 
as direct eye contact made by student or teacher during verbal exchanges. Nonverbal eye 
contact was defined as eye gaze; when a student or teacher is listening or watching 
without verbally interacting. The nonverbal eye contact category had become too broad 
and its complexity necessitated further description and delineation. This category is now 
referred to as Eye Focus. In order to assess what a child or teacher is actually focusing in 
on during classroom instruction, (i.e., focus group member, procedure, or disengaged 
from the lesson ) this category has been subdivided into three additional sections: 
attending to teacher and/or student; attending to procedure; and not attending. These 
categories are fully defined under the heading. Definition of Terms on pages 5-7 of this 
document. 
Research indicates that younger students are more affected by voice tone than are older 
students. Studies have shown that voice tone can be a contributing factor in effective 
classroom management strategies (Bugental & Love, 1975) and in student performance 
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(Woolkfolk, 1978) which is why it is examined in the dissertation. A time sample matrix 
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was created to note variations in typical and atypical teacher voice tone during thirty 
second intervals for each lesson coded. This matrix also notes when ‘silences’ occur 
during teacher instruction. 
The nonverbal category of proxemics, the nearness of a teacher to a student during 
lesson instruction, is also addressed. The pilot study indicated that students who sat 
closer to the teacher often had more verbal and nonverbal interactions with that teacher. 
The pilot study looked at only two small group math lessons and in both cases the 
students chose where they sat in the group. This dissertation looks at both small and large 
group math lessons to see if student/teacher proximity matter in terms of type and 
frequency of verbal and nonverbal interaction in both settings. It is important to note that 
unlike the small group setting where children chose their seat along a rectangular table, 
students in the larger group configuration had assigned seating. Assigned seating was 
based on my need to capture the nonverbal behaviors of the six focus students on 
videotape while they were engaged in whole group instruction. Decisions on seating 
were made by me and occurred after I viewed the videotapes each evening. Seating 
changes occurred before students arrived in the morning. Prior to this study. Miss O 
frequently made seating changes. The students were not surprised to find their desks had 
been rearranged when they arrived in the morning. Although the focus students were 
grouped near one another, they were surrounded by their classmates as well. Maintaining 
the natural classroom setting and the anonymity of this focus group were always important 
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considerations. 
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The integrity of the pilot study along with the extensive data collected proved to be 
more than sufficient to pursue a much larger study. The parameters for this dissertation 
study will now be discussed. 
Dissertation Study 
Participants 
As stated, the classroom teacher (Miss O) in this study was chosen based upon my 
knowledge of her as a primary school educator and the fact that she was earmarked for an 
inclusion class during the 1999-2000 school year. Miss O is an experienced practitioner of 
sixteen years. She has earned a bachelor’s degree in early childhood education and a 
master’s degree in special education. Miss O is a 38 year old middle class Caucasian 
women who has taught in this school district for 14 years. 
In December of 1999,1 visited Miss O and we discussed student selection for this 
study. The parameters of her inclusion class were predetermined by the assistant principal, 
who in theory formats the classes based upon even distribution of special needs students 
among those teachers assigned to teach in an inclusion setting, during any given year. 
Unaware of the make up of her classroom, I asked for Miss O’s assistance in forming a 
focus group. My goal for the dissertation was to concentrate on 6 children, 4 special 
education students and 2 regular education students. The special education students in 
this class all possessed IQ scores of 95+ and ranged in age from seven years and eight 
months to eight years and six months. Four of the special education students (3 boys and 
1 girl) required support in the areas of reading and math (based upon standardized test 
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scores and current placement) and for this reason were chosen to be part of the focus 
group. The two regular education students, (one male and one female) were chosen by 
Miss O based on their average cognitive abilities. Records from previous teachers also 
confirmed this assessment. The two regular education students ranged in age from seven 
years and seven months to eight years and three months. 
The following is a brief description of each participating student. 
Anne is seven years and eight months old. She has recently moved to the area and began 
attending the ‘Happy Day Primary School’ in November of 1999. Anne continuously 
observes those around her. She establishes eye contact with teachers and students she is 
interacting with or with whom she attempts to engage. She often raises her hand during 
discussions and sometimes speaks out when it is considered inappropriate by her teachers. 
Anne speaks to those near her during small group activities and in whole group instruction 
but does not always receive a response from the other children. Anne is often confused as 
to what she needs to do when attempting to complete independent work. She responds 
well to one on one instruction. (Anne frequently looked in my direction or visually found 
me in the room.) She consistently plays ( e g., twirling, flipping, pulling into an imaginary 
ponytail) with her shoulder length hair. Often Anne has her fingers in her mouth when 
listening or waiting for her turn. She receives one on one support during whole group and 
small group instruction by both teachers. Anne is considered a special needs child based 
on indicators from her previous school. Standardized test results on Anne were not 
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available. 
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Max is seven years and nine months old. He smiles frequently and appears excited 
when doing activities in which he can actively participate. Max’s hands are in constant 
motion. Most often they are found on his face or in his mouth. He frequently puts his two 
hands together as if in prayer and places them over his nose and mouth area. Often times 
the fingers on his left hand are in his mouth and his right hand is placed on top to cover his 
left hand. He appears to be tired and can be seen yawning throughout the morning. His 
chair and desk are too high for him and his feet do not touch the floor. Sometimes he 
wraps his legs around the legs of the chair or squirms in his seat. He does not disturb 
those around him. Max makes frequent eye contact with his teachers and will often 
sustain that eye contact during whole group lessons. He responds well to one on one 
instruction and seems to need that support. Max interacts well with the other students and 
appears to be well liked by his classmates. Standardized test results indicate that Max is 
weak in the areas of math, reading comprehension and auditory processing. He is also 
considered impulsive. Max’s cognitive ability, as estimated by the Wechsler Intelligence 
scale for Children - Third Edition (WISC-III), is considered average although significant 
variability across performance tasks indicated an underlying learning disability. Max’s 
scores were: Verbal (VTQ) 99, Performance (PIQ) 93, and Full Scale IQ 95. Max’s 
strength is his short term memory. Max is a special needs student based on his 
standardized test scores and observations made by other school professionals. 
Sam is eight years and three months old. He is usually the first to arrive in the morning 
and settles himself quickly into the routines of the day. He busies himself with the 
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activities on the Morning Message Board’ (a chart which gives several brief activities that 
each child prepares, for a later discussion in the day; e.g., “Please list items that come in 
groups of ten”). This is an activity which comes from the Responsive Classroom 
workshops attended by Miss O, the classroom teacher. 
While working quietly at his seat, Sam frequently observes what others are doing 
around him. Perhaps he is looking for affirmation that what he is doing is what is 
expected. He chats with some of the students who are near him. Sam shows little affect 
change throughout the morning. Regardless of the activity, Sam’s face shows little 
expression. Sam sustains eye contact with his teachers during whole group instruction. 
Sam is considered an average regular education student by his teachers. 
Shelley is seven years and seven months old. She is a quiet child. Shelley rarely 
displays emotion or alters her facial expression. She uses eye contact as she follows the 
lessons of her teachers and the responses of the students around her. Shelley sustains her 
eye contact with the teacher. Shelley is a student who needs to get out of her seat and 
move about the room during the morning. For example, she will often stand up or move 
to get a tissue from the box in the back of the room. She does so in a quiet manner and 
does not disturb anyone. Shelley varies her hair style daily. For example, sometimes she 
will have her hair up in a barrette and a white pony tail holder and other times she will 
wear a triangular kerchief or colorful clips to restrain her locks (nonverbal artifacts). 
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Shelley is considered an average student by her teachers. 
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Tony - is eight years and three months old. He is a tall thin red headed boy who wears 
small oval rimmed glasses that frequently get left at home. He often wears overalls and 
black and white sneakers. He sometimes has his right thumb in his mouth with his left 
hand covering it. His right hand is sometimes in his pocket or inside his overalls. Tony 
is aware of things around him and often scans the classroom. Although Tony frequently 
focuses on teacher instruction and student participation, he can also be distracted. At 
times, this results in Tony being unaware of what he needs to do next. Tony enjoys 
verbally participating in classroom discussions and will engage Miss O in topics that 
marginally relate to the current lesson. Based on standardized test scores, Tony’s 
academic weaknesses are in the areas of reading, spelling and written language. His 
strengths lie in his verbal comprehension. Tony’s WISC-III scores are Verbal (VCI) - 
136, Performance (PIQ) - 110, and Full Scale IQ - 123. His overall cognitive ability, as 
evaluated by the WISC-III, cannot easily be summarized because his verbal reasoning 
abilities are more fully developed than his nonverbal reasoning abilities. Further testing 
(Revised Brigance Diagnostic, Woodcock Diagnostic Reading Batter, Comprehensive 
Test of Phonological Processing, and Slingerland Screen Test) indicate Tony has a 
weakness in the areas of processing auditory information, written output and organization. 
His overall reading performance is average (Standard Score 99) but his oral 
comprehension is superior (Standard Score 126) when compared to others at his age level. 
Tony’s test scores show significant variability in performance. Tony is considered a 
special needs student based on his standardized test scores and observations by other 
school professionals. 
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Jack - is eight years and six months old. He is a verbally quiet but an inquisitive young 
boy who appears to take an interest in all that goes on around him. He spends time 
rubbing his hand up and down his desk top or playing with his fingers. He will raise his 
hand and respond to what is being discussed although he seldom watches the teacher. He 
does, however, focus on what is written on the board. Jack’s standardized test results 
suggest learning needs in the areas of math, spelling, oral reading, and language 
development. Jack’s reasoning abilities are generally superior (VCI-123) while his 
nonverbal reasoning is significantly lower although still in the average range (PIQ=100). 
Jack’s overall cognitive ability, as estimated by the WISC-UI, cannot be easily summarized 
because his verbal reasoning abilities are more fully developed than his nonverbal 
reasoning abilities. Jack’s uneven profile of abilities across the cognitive testing suggest 
that he may be functioning with specific learning disabilities which are compromising his 
capacity to achieve at the level indicated by his overall thinking and reasoning skills. 
Further testing (Revised Brigance Diagnostic, Woodcock Diagnostic Reading Battery, and 
Gray Oral Reading Test-3) indicates a weakness in word recognition, phonological 
awareness and memory retrieval which further compromise his reading performance. 
All twenty children in Miss O’s 1999-2000 class were white middle to lower middle 
class students living in a middle class community. This description was based upon school 
records and current census information available at the town hall. 
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Informed Consent 
A second consent letter was sent by mail on October 13, 2000 stating that some of the 
data collected at the time of the pilot would be used as part of a dissertation document. 
This letter provided the parents with the opportunity to withdraw their support of the 
study by not allowing the data of their child to be used for the development of a 
dissertation. All of the parents gave their silent support by not contacting me regarding 
the removal of their child’s data from the potential dissertation document. (See Appendix 
D). All correspondence with the parents was pre-approved by Miss O, the regular 
education teacher and the school principal in every circumstance. Professor Irving 
Seidman of the University of Massachusetts’ Human Subjects Committee gave verbal 
counsel on both consent letters. A separate permission letter was also signed by Miss O. 
(See Appendix E). 
Procedure 
Data Collection. During the first three weeks of February 2000,1 observed classroom 
instruction in Miss O’s second grade inclusion classroom. I spent four hours a day, three 
days a week, for a total of 36 hours observing classroom interaction, taking extensive field 
notes, before, after, and during class sessions, and videotaping twenty-five interactive 
lessons in the subject areas of reading and math in both large and small group 
configurations. Approximately eighteen hours of video tape were recorded in all. 
Coding Nonverbal Behaviors. The results of the pilot and the need to eliminate 
extraneous variables led me to use (for the dissertation) the ten video tapes which involve 
small and large group math lessons conducted by Miss O exclusively. I focused on Miss 
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O because she was the classroom teacher and was ultimately responsible for the growth 
and development of each of her students in the inclusion setting. The special education 
department in this school is not responsible for grading or formally assessing the 
classroom performance of special needs students in inclusion classrooms. The ten 
videotapes, which focus on math lessons in both small and large group configurations, 
were then coded and analyzed under the new criteria. My goal was to view, code and 
analyze these videotapes focusing on the nonverbal behaviors described in the Definition 
of Terms on pages 5-7 of this document (i.e., verbal eye contact; eye focus: attending to 
teacher and or student, attending to procedure, not attending; teacher voice tone; and 
student/teacher proximity). I viewed these tapes and coded the nonverbal interactions in 
the following three situation patterns: student to teacher; teacher to student, and student 
to student, in both small and large group math lessons. (See Appendix G, Appendix H, 
Appendix I respectively). 
Videotaping and coding procedures. Each math lesson was videotaped using two 
cameras on tripods. In the large group lessons, one camera primarily focused on the 
classroom teacher and the other focused on the 6 participating students during lesson 
instruction. In the small group lessons, each camera was angled so that the teacher and 
three of the six students were seen on each tape. This two camera technique was most 
effective in capturing nonverbal interaction on videotape but also increased the complexity 
of coding behaviors. Each videotape was viewed simultaneously for accuracy in coding. 
This was accomplished by using two television screens when viewing each lesson. 
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For purposes of analysis, each videotape was viewed numerous times in an effort to 
capture the nonverbal interaction in each of the nonverbal categories stated and in each of 
the three situations. Tallies were used as a means of counting the frequency of behaviors 
in the categories of verbal eye contact and eye focus for each lesson and each situation. A 
time sample matrix using 30 second intervals was used to log in typical and atypical 
teacher voice tone as well as teacher silences during lesson instruction. A seating chart 
noting where students chose or had been assigned to sit during both the large and small 
group math lessons provides additional data addressing the teacher/student proximity 
component of this study (see page 40 in the pilot section for further description of student 
seating arrangements). 
The use of tallies, coding symbols, seating arrangement charts, and a written narrative 
noting context (including conditions, situations, or circumstances which might affect 
instruction or participation) assisted in capturing and analyzing the student-teacher, 
teacher-student, and student-student nonverbal interaction for each lesson. Eighty coding 
sheets were used for this process. Ten additional coding sheets were used to log in 
teacher voice tone for each lesson. (See Appendix F). 
Inter-rater Reliability. Reliability was established in each of the nonverbal categories 
for both small and large group math lessons for the dissertation. Two business 
professionals met with me separately during March of 2001 to complete this process. A 
* 
discussion of the coding instruments I developed and a practice session to insure an 
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understanding of what constitutes a notable nonverbal behavior ensued. Together we 
viewed and coded one small group and one large group math lesson and successfully 
established inter-rater reliability for the Eye Focus and Voice Tone categories. ( r= .92 and 
r=.90 small group; r=.86 and r= 89 large group). 
Data Analysis & Interpretation 
After the data collection was completed, analysis was based upon what had been 
identified in the research along with additional information contributed by the uniqueness 
of the inclusion classroom setting. Data bases and computer programs such as Excel were 
used to display the data. Indicators which are offered in the existing research enrich the 
discussion. Suggestions and implications for classroom teachers and teacher educators are 
offered in Chapter V. 
Through narrative discourse and the empirical collection of data, I conducted a study 
which offers insights to teachers and teacher educators on the potential impact of 
teacher/student nonverbal communication in the classroom setting. My hope is that this 
study will enlighten and excite researchers and other educational professionals as they 
ponder the complexity while contemplating the diversity of today’s inclusion classroom. 
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CHAPTER IV 
DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this research study was to examine the nature of teacher/student 
nonverbal interaction in a second grade inclusion classroom. Its intent was to compare 
specific nonverbal behaviors of children who are considered average in ability with those 
who are perceived as cognitively challenged, while they are engaged in classroom 
instruction. This study also examined specific nonverbal behaviors of one classroom 
teacher as she interacted with six students, four of whom were considered cognitively 
challenged in the areas of reading and math and two who were considered average regular 
education students. All of the data were collected within the context of a naturalistic 
classroom environment. The abbreviation (SES) signifies special education student and 
(RES) signifies regular education student throughout this document. 
Chapter Review 
The major sections of this chapter include the nonverbal interaction data collected in 
three situations: Student interacting with Teacher. Teacher interacting with Student, and 
Student interacting with Student. In each situation, four specific nonverbal behaviors 
were examined: Verbal eye contact and Nonverbal Eye Focus which is subdivided into 
three categories: Attending to Student/Teacher, Attending to Procedure, and Non- 
Attending. The following is a brief review of those nonverbal behaviors and how they 
were defined. 
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Verbal Eye Contact (V) was defined as direct eye contact made by the teacher or 
student during verbal exchanges. Establishing and maintaining eye contact is a 
fundamental aspect of classroom interaction and management. It establishes the teacher’s 
presence (Hodge, 1971) and often indicates the importance of the teacher’s message. Eye 
contact has the power to include or exclude others. For example, a teacher may initiate 
eye contact to engage student attention or to prevent a child from disrupting a lesson. 
Eye contact may also assist students in their ability to recall information (Otteson & 
Otteson, 1980) perhaps leading to improved concept development. 
Eye Focus has been categorized as follows: 
• Attending to Student/Teacher (S/T) occurred when a student was focusing on the 
teacher without the teacher making direct eye contact with that student or when 
the teacher was focused on a student without the student returning that gaze. For 
example, a student may have looked directly at the teacher as she gave directions 
regarding the next activity planned without the teacher making direct eye contact 
with that student. This category offers data regarding how often a student might 
have focused on the teacher or how often a teacher might have focused on a 
student during a given math activity. 
• Attending to Procedure (P) occurred when a student was watching the procedure 
of a teacher or other student while that individual was modeling an action, 
demonstrating a math activity, or taking a turn. Typical examples of the procedure 
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subcategory which warranted a tally include: watching a student counting coins. 
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students watching game boards, students counting aloud when asked, students 
manipulating base ten blocks, dice or other materials during math lessons. This 
category offers data on how often the students or teacher focused on the materials 
and process of the math activity as they participated in both large and small group 
math lessons. This category is similar in nature to assessing on-task behavior. 
• The Non-attending subcateeorv (N) in the Eye focus category indicated when a 
student or teacher had momentarily disengaged from a lesson. These moments of 
disengagement were brief but deliberate enough to warrant a tally. Students were 
tallied in this category when they were observed as being distracted to the point of 
no longer following the lesson protocol. Examples of nonverbal behaviors which 
were coded in the Non-attending Eye Focus Category are listed by student as 
follows. 
Max (SES)- distracted by door opening, watched another student play with his 
materials, attended to teacher when she spoke to another child outside of the group, 
dropped dice on floor, needed redirection, looked out windows, looked around the 
classroom. 
Anne (SES)- looked away from group, fingernail biting, watched Tony build with 
cubes-not sorting as asked, spoke out during others’ turns - e g. “I’ve got 80!, I’ve got a 
dollar!’’(Neither of which was true), played with materials, looked around at the rest of 
the class. 
Jack (SES)- looked at fingers, looked around the room, explored nose, bit fingernails, 
looked away from group, played with cubes, head down on desk, listened as Miss O 
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spoke to a student outside of focus group, played with container - teacher interrupted him 
when he had a fist full of base ten blocks, got out of seat to get materials off floor. 
Tony (SES)- played with fingers in desk, bit pencil, looked around when door opened, 
looked at me or camera, played with cubes - teacher moved his cube towers flat on desk, 
needed redirection by teacher, played with materials- made subsequent errors, looked 
away, fingers manipulated tooth, turned around often and was spoken to by Miss O, took 
his turn early, played with table- rocked the chair by pushing off from table. 
Shelley (RES)- looked away, looked at the rest of the class not involved in lesson. 
Sam (RES)- talked with student, fidgeted in chair, looked around room, looked away, 
watched other students’ actions, wiggled desk, looked at rest of class, needed reminders - 
made errors, turned around. 
Twelve tables distinguish the frequencies in each nonverbal category by situation, 
lesson, and group (small/large) configuration and can be found in Appendices G-I of this 
document. Table 1 ( Appendix G) displays the frequencies and percentages calculated for 
each focus student as they interacted with Miss O, the classroom teacher. Table 2 
(Appendix H) displays frequencies and percentages which occurred as Miss O interacted 
with each of the focus students. Tables 3.0-3.9 ( Appendix I) is a set of tables that display 
frequencies and percentages for each of the six students as they interacted with each other 
during the ten math lessons. Table 4 (Appendix J) presents the data regarding teacher 
voice tone. 
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Specific data collected for each lesson including student seating arrangement in both large 
and small group lessons can also be found in the Appendices of this document. (See 
Appendices I, K, and L). 
A large portion of the data were collected through videotaping the classroom teacher 
and the six focus students while they were engaged in both (four) large and (six) small 
group math lessons. (See Appendix M). These videotapes were viewed numerous times 
to complete the coding process for each participant. A coding frequency was logged for 
each of the six focus students, 2 regular education students (RES) and 4 special education 
students (SES) and the classroom teacher (Miss O) when a change occurred in each of the 
nonverbal behavior categories addressed in this study. When a student was absent 
(occurred in three different lessons), an asterisk * was placed and an average was 
computed to complete the data entries except in the case of Student-Student Interaction 
(Appendix I) where only a notation of absence was made. Where students sat in relation 
to each other was rarely a constant and therefore averages were not used in the Student- 
Student situation. The nonverbal category of proxemics, the nearness of a teacher to a 
student during lesson instruction, was also noted in Table set 3.0-3.9 (Appendix I) where 
seating configurations were placed within the table for each lesson. Sections relating to 
student-student, teacher-student, and student-teacher proxemics are included in the text. 
Totals and percentages from each table are provided within the text. The research 
questions will be formally addressed in the conclusions section of Chapter V. 
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Student to Teacher Nonverbal Interaction 
In all four large group math lessons. Miss O stood at the front of the room using a 
stationary blackboard or a hundreds chart while she presented concepts to students. Often 
students were asked to come to the blackboard to fill in missing numbers or to place a 
numbered post it note as part of the math activity. (See Appendix G). 
The follow summarizes the content of lessons 1-4. 
Lesson 1 - Counting bv 5's - This lesson began with a review and students were asked to 
orally count by 5's. Miss O then wrote groups (increments of 5) of numbers along with 
blank lines on the chalk board. The students raised their hands and offered the appropriate 
numbers to be placed on the lines which Miss O then jotted on the board. Continuing the 
5's theme. Miss O wrote more numbers and blank lines on the black board and several 
students went to the board and wrote in the appropriate numbers. Finally the students 
filled in a 5's chart at their seat. 
Lesson 2- Counting bv IQ's with rods - Again a review with students filling in missing 
numbers on the blackboard began this lesson followed by an oral recitation where all 
students were asked to count by 5's forward and backwards. Miss O often changed the 
starting number before the student responded. A hundreds chart was used to note 
patterns. Miss O would point at the number chart to show 10 more or 10 less. Finally 
Miss O handed out cubes and rods for a hands on activity. Here Miss O modeled adding 
and subtracting by 10's and the students duplicated that process at their seats. 
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Lesson 3 - More or less with cubes “Five Tower”- Each student was given some unifix 
cubes (plastic cubes which easily snap together) and a place value chart to use at their 
seats. They were told that they were going to play a game in which they would create five 
towers. Miss O modeled the cube structure the students would create. As another way of 
showing the process. Miss O used flat cardboard tens and ones pieces which magnetically 
adhered to the black board. The students made up one team and Miss O made up the 
other team. The game began when a student rolled the dice, added the two numbers 
together and then using their cubes each student created a tower depicting that number. 
Then Miss O would take her turn and model the resulting sum with her cubes and the 
cardboard pieces. After 5 towers were constructed, the students were asked to regroup 
all of the tower cubes into tens and ones. Miss O and the students computed their totals 
and placed the cubes in the appropriate sections of the place value chart. A student was 
then asked to spin a spinner which was divided into two sections and contained the words 
more or less. If the arrow pointed to more, for example, the team (Miss O or the 
students) who had the greatest number (represented by cubes) won the round. 
Lesson 4 - Estimation -This lesson began with a discussion of the concept of 
estimation. Miss O asked, “What does it mean to estimate?” Miss O placed 10 small 
plastic bears in her hand and said, “ This is what 10 bears looks like.” She then walked 
around to every student with 10 plastic bears in one hand and the remaining (clear plastic) 
container of bears in the other. The students were asked to estimate how many groups of 
ten were in the container. The students wrote their estimation on a post it note and 
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affixed it to the front blackboard arranging the numbers from least to greatest. A 
discussion ensued on how students made their number decisions and finally the bears were 
counted. 
Large group/lessons 1-4. In these lessons the verbal eve contact frequencies were in 
close range for all students except for Tony (SES) who had nearly twice as many as any 
other student. In relation to the other students, Tony’s frequencies were consistently high 
in this category for all ten lessons. This higher frequency may be attributed to the fact 
that Tony frequently spoke out during instruction, verbally interacting with the classroom 
teacher. 
All students showed a similar frequency in the procedure eye focus subcategory 
although Jack (SES) had the greatest procedure frequency in the large group setting. Jack 
was observed as being a student who did not readily make eye contact but did focus on 
the action or process of the lesson more often than the other students. Max, Anne 
(SESs) and Shelley (RES) had identical percentages in the procedure subcategory. The 
results of this category suggests that all students were similarly engaged in following the 
action of these lessons. 
Sam and Shelley (RESs) were nearly identical in the attending to teacher subcategory. 
These two students generally used eye contact as means of attending to what the teacher 
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and other students were doing and often had similar frequencies for each category in the 
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four large group math lessons. Similar frequencies for RES may be the result of greater 
cognitive equivalence between these two students whereas previous documentation on 
SES along with emerging data from this study suggest that these special education 
students were more varied in their cognitive ability. 
Jack (SES) had the greatest frequency of non-attending in the eye focus sub-category 
during large group lessons but this was mainly due to his high frequencies in Lesson 1 only 
and can not be considered a true reflection of Jack’s non-attending profile. Excluding 
Jack (SES), Anne and Tony (SESs) overall shared the greatest number of frequencies in 
the non-attending category. Both of these students appeared easily distracted. Anne 
seemed to be more confused in the large group setting and often responded incorrectly or 
was unsure of how to complete the written activity which often followed the lesson. 
Tony’s lack of attention manifested itself by his disengaging from the lesson and either 
focusing on something other than the process of the lesson or someone other than the 
classroom teacher. Shelley (RES) and Max (SES) had identical frequencies (3) in the non¬ 
attending category in the large group configuration suggesting that eye focus is not 
necessarily associated with learning ability. 
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The following data reference the totals and percentages of Student-Teacher Nonverbal 
Interaction frequencies in the large group setting. See Table 1, Appendix G. 
Totals Large Group Percentages Large Group 
V 1 P N V 1 P N 
Max (S) 7 61 38 3 10 17 16 5 
Anne (S) 9 69 39 13 13 20 16 21 
Jack (S) 8 31 48 20 12 8 20 32 
Tony (S) 22 43 37 14 32 12 15 22 
Shelley (R) 13 73 39 3 19 21 16 5 
Sam (R) 10 74 40 10 14 21 17 16 
Note. S= special education student R= regular education student 
In sum, the regular education students were similar in the verbal eve contact, teacher 
and procedure eye focus areas in the large group indicating a similar nonverbal learning 
style between these two students. Procedure frequencies were also similar between the 
RES and the SES in both the large and small group configurations suggesting that it may 
have been the action of each lesson which prompted common student interest and the 
desire to attend. This piece of data may be useful for inclusion teachers as they consider 
strategies which capture the attention of all students regardless of individual learning 
needs. There appeared to be no meaningful differences in aggregate between the RES 
and SES in the non-attending sub-category. As noted in Table 1 (Appendix G), Anne, 
Jack, Tony (SESs) and Sam (RES) logged the majority of the non-attending frequencies. 
% 
Max (SES) and Shelley (RES) logged the least. 
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Small Group/ lessons 5-10. In the small group math activities, students participated 
using a turn taking technique. Although students often worked as a team (one side of the 
rectangular table versus the other side) they usually took individual turns. Miss O, the 
classroom teacher, often reminded students to watch their classmates while each child 
took his or her turn. Each student then attempted to replicate the math activity 
previously modeled by Miss O. Students frequently watched the turn or procedure of the 
other students during these math lessons. Small group lessons often followed large group 
instruction, reinforcing and expanding upon the initial concept taught. 
The content of lessons 5-10 will be described as follows. 
Lesson 5 - Race to a dollar - In this math activity, each student was given a place value 
board which showed nickel, dime, and dollar values. They were also given a supply of 
plastic nickel coins. Miss O modeled the lesson procedure and then each student rolled 
the dice, added the two numbers together (2+1=3) placed the appropriate number of 
nickels (3) on their place value board and then counted aloud how much money they had. 
Each student competed against the other with the idea that the first student to reach a 
dollar was the winner. 
Lesson 6 - Counting bv IQ's with rods and dice - Each child was given a supply of base 
ten rods and cubes and a place value chart. A child rolls the dice - one die represents the 
tens and the other the ones. In one turn, a child rolled a 3 (tens) and a 7(ones) equally 37 
in all. Students built the number 37 on their place value boards. Miss O asked the 
61 
students to add 10 more and had the students check their rod placement. Students were 
then asked to count their blocks aloud starting with the tens and ending with the 
pronouncement of number 47. After each turn a discussion took place on what had 
occurred and the students then record that number on a place value paper. Students were 
encouraged to check each others work. 
Lesson 7 - Adding bv IQ's (dice and base ten blocks) - The teacher began this lesson by 
reminding the students of “ the importance in organizing ourselves.” The materials used 
for this lesson were one die with the numbers 10-60, a set of cards with numerals and the 
place value words tens and ones. Anne was asked to model the lesson for the group. She 
rolled a 10 and then flipped a card which said 2 tens and 6 ones. Miss O asked her to say 
the number and then asked, “ what is ten more than 26?” Anne then showed the number 
26 using her rods and cubes and then added one ten rod and responded with 36 as her 
answer. Each student duplicated the number 36 using their manipulatives. A discussion 
regarding what each student was doing and why they were doing it ended a child’s turn. 
Lesson 8 - Game with Base Ten Blocks - “Cover a Flat” In this activity students are 
given 2 flats (hundreds block) and a group of rods each equivalent to 10 and a group of 
cubes worth 1 each. The object of this game is to see who can get to one hundred first. 
Each student rolls the dice and places that sum on the flat using the tens and ones blocks. 
When a student has more than nine ones an exchange is made to a tens rod. One column 
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on the flat is filled in at a time. 
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Students are encouraged to watch each other and help each other by checking the 
counting process. Miss O facilitates a discussion on values and equivalence throughout 
the activity. 
Lesson 9 - Adding - Making Another Ten - The students were given rods, ones blocks, 
and a place value board. Students were also given a paper and pencil to log in their 
responses. As students arranged their materials. Miss O referred to the placement of 
materials as “setting up the visual for our eyes”. Each student was then asked to think of 
a number which is less than 50. Forty-one was first chosen and each student showed that 
number on their place value board. Then a student rolled a 4 on the dice. The four ones 
blocks were added to the place value chart. The number 45 was then recorded by the 
students on a paper which already had place value terms and columns. The place value 
boards are cleared after each student has had a turn. 
Lesson 10 - cGo for Broke’ math game - This was a team activity where students on 
one side of the table competed with students on the other side. The object of the game 
was not to lose all of your cubes. Miss O explained that the spinner has three sections, 
give, take or bank. The game began as one team rolled the dice, (one die represents the 
tens and the other represents the ones) and used their base ten blocks (i.e., rods and cubes) 
to represent that number (24). A child on that same team spun the spinner and the arrow 
landed on give. The playing team then had to give and equivalent of 24 (2 rods and 4 
cubes) of their base ten blocks to the other team. If the arrow had landed on take, the 
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students would have taken 24 cubes from the opposing team. If the arrow had landed on 
bank, the team would have been given 24 cubes from the bank. Miss O. 
Procedure scores were quite similar in both small and large group lessons in the 
student-teacher nonverbal situation. The turn taking method used may have prompted not 
only student involvement but sincere interest in how fellow classmates were doing during 
these math lessons. This teaching method may have resulted in a similar pattern in the eye 
focus procedure subcategory for each student. Common interest in what the teacher was 
demonstrating in the large group lessons may have prompted a similar result. The results 
of this method may have also contributed to the low distraction (non-attending) count in 
each small group lesson for both the regular education students (RES) and the special 
education students (SES). Each student appeared to have a vested interest in individual 
and/or team outcomes. 
RES had identical frequencies (46) in the verbal eye contact category whereas the SES 
had a wider span with Anne (96) and Tony (69) logging frequencies well above the other 
two special education students. Both Anne and Tony (SESs) spoke out frequently in the 
small group setting. This often occurred in an attempt to either engage or respond to an 
inquiry from Miss O. Anne (SES) had the highest verbal frequency in both lessons eight 
and nine (see Appendix G) regardless of her varied seating. This was due in part to Miss 
O assisting Anne, one-on-one, as Anne attempted to correctly place the base ten blocks on 
a hundred’s flat. 
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Tony (SES) had the greatest number of frequencies in the non-attending subcategory 
followed closely by Anne in the small group configuration. Anne and Tony (SESs) 
appeared to be more distracted than the other students and at times needed redirection. 
They often looked toward other students or Miss O for support. Again the RES had the 
lowest frequencies in the non-attending category which may be an indicator of their 
sustained engagement in the small group lessons. 
Anne (SES) had the highest procedure frequency in the small group perhaps due to her 
need for academic support from the teacher and other students, whereas Jack (SES) had 
the highest in the large group which as previously indicated appears to be Jack’s eye focus 
preference. 
Again, Sam and Shelley (RESs) were quite similar in their frequencies for the 
nonverbal areas of verbal eve contact, attending to procedure, and non-attending in the 
small group. In the attending to teacher subcategory however, Sam had more than twice 
as many frequencies as Shelley. This may be due, in part, to Shelley’s proclivity to sustain 
eye contact as opposed to Sam’s tendency to look toward and away from the teacher 
more often while participating in the same lesson. Anne (SES) had the highest number of 
attending to teacher frequencies again due to the additional assistance she received from 
Miss O. 
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Excluding Anne (SES) and Sam (RES), the other four students were in closer 
frequency range in the teacher eye focus subcategory. This indicates that students were 
focusing on the teacher while instructions were being given or when Miss O was modeling 
an activity. Prior to beginning her lessons. Miss O would often remind students “I need 
your eyes up here”. 
The following data reference the totals and percentages of Student-Teacher Nonverbal 
Interaction frequencies in the small group setting. See Table 1, Appendix G. 
Totals Small Group Percentages Small Group 
V 1 P N V 1 P N 
Max (S) 22 36 46 5 7 9 16 12 
Anne (S) 96 110 55 11 30 29 20 28 
Jack (S) 36 26 47 6 11 7 17 14 
Tony(S) 69 37 46 13 22 10 16 33 
Shelley (R) 46 55 42 1 15 15 15 3 
Sam (R) 46 115 44 4 15 30 16 10 
Note. S= special education student R= regular education student 
In sum, differences between the RES were found in the teacher eye focus subcategory. 
Sam (RES) had more than twice as many frequencies as Shelley (SES). This may be 
attributed to Sam looking at and away from the teacher more often than Shelley, who was 
more apt to sustain her eye gaze. Additional research is needed on duration of eye 
contact among students of various ability levels. 
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Further discussion on the concept of sustaining eye contact is addressed in the section. 
Recommendations for Further Research, located in Chapter V of this document. 
Procedure frequencies of RES and SES were the most similar of all of the Nonverbal 
Categories studied in both large and small group configurations in the Student-Teacher 
nonverbal interaction. These data suggest that Miss O’s choice and use of materials 
helped to capture and sustain the attention of all six students regardless of cognitive 
limitations. Classroom observations and coded data suggest that Anne’s (SES) need for 
academic support may have contributed to her high frequencies in every nonverbal 
category. Tony (SES) was often the most verbally engaging with the teacher albeit 
about marginally related topics. In general. Jack’s (SES) nonverbal pattern was to watch 
the procedure over the individual, especially in the small group lessons. It is worth noting 
that Jack’s limited use of eye contact did not appear to be a factor in his ability to attend 
and/or participate in the action or process of each lesson. 
Teacher to Student Nonverbal Interaction 
Large group/lessons 1-4. This section discusses the nonverbal interaction initiated by 
Miss O, the classroom teacher. Overall the verbal eve contact frequencies were close in 
the teacher-student nonverbal interaction situation. Tony (SES) did receive the greatest 
number of verbal frequencies but he was also the student who most often verbally 
interrupted Miss O during whole group instruction regardless of where he sat in the 
classroom. Max and Jack (SESs), and Sam and Shelley (RESs) were similar in 
* 
frequencies. Anne (SES) had the least number of frequencies but she was also absent for 
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Lesson 4. In aggregate, the data suggest that there were no notable differences between 
the SES and the RES in the verbal eye contact category. Miss O consistently made verbal 
eye contact with each student during the course of each large group lesson. 
In the student eye focus subcategory the student frequency ranged from 0-4. Hence, 
there were no distinguishable differences between SES and RES in the student eye focus 
category. These data suggest that Miss O did not spend her time focusing on any 
particular student in the large group setting. Her observable practice was to sweep the 
room with her eyes or glance quickly at the class as a whole. 
In the procedure eye focus subcategory, the RES students tallied the same as did Anne 
(SES) and Max (SES). Tony (SES) had the greatest frequency in this category. Here the 
higher frequencies for each student indicate that this was Miss O’s primary area of focus. 
Miss O appeared to focus her attention on student processing. She observed how well the 
students were following her directions or duplicating the process she had just modeled. 
There was only one frequency in the non-attending subcategory and that went to Anne 
(SES). In this instance. Miss O chose not to address Anne’s waving hand. 
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The following data reference the totals and percentages of Teacher-Student Nonverbal 
Interaction frequencies in the large group setting. See Table 2, Appendix H. 
Totals Large Group Percentages Large Group 
V S P N V S_ P N 
Max (S) 13 2 4 0 18 17 12 0 
Anne (S) 7 0 4 1 10 0 12 100 
Jack (S) 11 2 5 0 15 17 15 0 
Tony(S) 15 3 9 0 21 25 26 0 
Shelley (R) 12 1 6 0 17 8 18 0 
Sam (R) 14 4 6 0 19 33 18 0 
Note. S= special education student R= regular education student 
In sum, Miss O was consistent in her eve focus for each pupil in the student. 
procedure, and non-attending subcategories. Verbal eye contact overall generated the 
highest frequencies with nearly all students receiving similar scores. This suggests that 
Miss O consistently made eye contact with each student during verbal interactions. Anne 
had the lowest verbal frequency in the large group setting. Her participation in the large 
group appeared to be hampered by her apparent confusion on how to accomplish the 
learning task She often looked to other students and not the teacher for clarification as 
was apparent from her higher student-student frequencies. (See Appendix I). 
Small Group/ lessons 5-10. In each of the small group math lessons Miss O looked 
directly at each student when she spoke to them. For example, in Lesson Six of the small 
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group math activities. Miss O made deliberate eve contact with each student as she 
explained that they needed to sit back in their chair to see the board. This eye sweep 
action was similar (although more deliberate) to what occurred in the large group lessons. 
Research indicates that eye contact has the ability to include and exclude others. Miss O’s 
eye contact pattern appeared to be inclusive. Miss O continually watched to see if 
everyone had manipulated their materials appropriately or had written the correct 
number(s)on their paper. She seldom interrupted student processing. 
Anne, Tony (SESs), and Sam (RES) received virtually identical frequencies in the 
student eye focus category. The other three students were close in frequencies as well, 
indicating Miss O’s consistency and apparent desire to attend to each student’s learning 
needs. 
The largest discrepancy occurred in the procedure eye focus subcategory. Anne and 
Jack (SESs) had the greatest number of frequencies. Tony (SES) and the two regular 
education students had fewer but similar frequencies. Max (SES) had the lowest number 
of frequencies of all students. These data suggest that Miss O individualized her attention 
to student procedure based on individual need and observable performance. 
Anne (SES) had the highest number of non-attending frequencies with over three times 
as many as any other student but totaling only 7 in all. Max and Shelley (SESs) had 2 
each. Tony and Jack (SESs) did not tally in the non attending category. 
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The non-attending frequency data here suggest that in the small group lessons, student 
distraction was minimal. It appears that for these lessons, small group instruction 
promoted greater interaction and less desire or opportunities for students to become 
distracted, regardless of individual learning needs. 
The following data reference the totals and percentages of Teacher-Student Nonverbal 
Interaction frequencies in the small group setting. See Table 2, Appendix H. 
Totals Small Group Percentages Small Group 
V S. P N_ V. S P N 
Max (S) 38 54 49 2 13 19 11 17 
Anne (S) 64 48 94 7 22 17 21 58 
Jack (S) 50 52 89 0 17 19 20 0 
Tony(S) 49 47 71 0 17 17 16 0 
Shelley (R) 51 32 70 2 17 11 16 17 
Sam (R) 41 47 68 1 14 17 15 8 
Note. S= special education student R= regular education student 
In sum, Miss O exhibited no discemable differences between the special education 
students and the regular education students in the verbal eve contact category although 
Anne (SES) had by far the greatest frequency and Max the lowest (See T-S proximity 
discussion). Again, Anne’s frequencies were consistently notable in all of the nonverbal 
areas studied in both the teacher-student situation and the student-teacher situation. Her 
high frequencies in the teacher-student situation were an indication that her learning needs 
were often being addressed by Miss O. Overall, the data in the teacher-student 
nonverbal situation showed that regular education students were closer in frequencies in 
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the procedure eye focus category than were the special education students. But again this 
subcategory tallied high for all students. Indicators in the procedure category again 
suggest teacher consistency in focusing in on what the students are doing and how well 
they are completing their tasks. 
The Role of Proximity in the Type and Frequency of Student to Student Nonverbal 
Interaction 
Researchers posit that proxemics, or in this case the physical nearness of a student and 
teacher, has an impact on classroom interaction. Where a student sits in the classroom to 
a great extent determines the level, type, and frequency of teacher interaction (Schwebel & 
Cherlin, 1972; Brooks & Rogers, 1981). 
The seating arrangements (which were determined by the students in the small group 
lessons and in the large group lessons were determined by me based upon camera angles 
and equipment positioning to capture optimum facial display) may have played a role in 
affecting some student-student and student-teacher interaction especially in the small 
group configurations. In the large group lessons, the focus students sat near enough to 
each other for one camera to capture the facial expressions of each child within the 
confines of a predetermined seating plan. 
Tables 3.0-3.9 (Appendix I) present the results of the student to student nonverbal 
interaction in both large and small group math lessons. A seating chart accompanies each 
of the ten lessons. The seating chart illustrates where the six focus students sat in relation 
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to each other and Miss O, for each math lesson. In each of the large group lessons Miss 
O was standing at the front of the classroom most often using the blackboard or using a 
chart which was attached to the blackboard to demonstrate or work through a math 
activity with her students. The data in this section is presented by lesson. 
Large Group/ Lessons 1-4. In Lesson one, the special needs students looked at the 
student or procedure of student sitting closest to them more often, however, the regular 
education students looked at each other as often or more often than they focused on the 
student sitting closest to them. The data from this lesson generally suggest that close 
student proximity promoted more interaction. Still, there was some indication that the 
RES had a tendency to also look toward each other regardless of their proximity during 
Lessons 1 and 2. This may suggest a need for these RES to seek visual approval or 
affirmation from a comparable peer. 
Lesson two. In this lesson the frequency distribution was more varied and student 
focus may have been based on factors other than where the child sat. Anne and Jack 
(SESs), focused more of their attention on the students sitting closest to them but the 
other two SES and both regular education students spent an equal or greater amount of 
time focused on students who were not as physically close to them. The data from lesson 
2 was an aberration and may be best described by exploring the context of this lesson and 
discussing the potential impact the situation may have had on student nonverbal 
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interaction. In this lesson, students participated in a turn taking recitation which involved 
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the teacher going around to every student in the group. Each student took a turn at 
counting by five’s, both forward and backward, until all students in the class had a turn. 
Students were often asked to start their counting from a different number. This type of 
activity may have aroused enough interest to prompt some students to look at the pupil 
reciting regardless of where they sat in the classroom. Establishing eye focus with the 
student who was currently reciting may have been a benchmark for some students as they 
assessed when their turn was coming and also determined the amount of time they had to 
ponder their response. Higher frequencies suggest greater engagement in the learning 
process. 
Lesson three. Close student proximity was associated with higher interaction 
frequencies in this lesson. Students sitting next to one another projected the highest 
frequencies in the main category of eve focus. 
Lesson four. In every case each student projected a higher frequency in the area of 
eye focus with the student(s) sitting closest to them. Anne was absent for this lesson. 
Although Jack’s (SES) frequencies were more equal between student and procedure eye 
focus subcategories, overall the students focused more on their fellow students than on the 
procedure of those students in the large group math lessons.. Again this observation 
contributes further to the accumulated evidence of Jack’s personal preference to 
concentrate on procedure versus the individual. Another reason students focused on each 
other may have been the result of seating configuration. In large group lessons, students 
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were not always sitting close enough to really ‘see’ the procedural process of a peer and 
may have been more inclined to watch their classmates as they walked toward the front 
blackboard, for example, or when they responded to a teacher inquiry. 
The following data reference the totals and percentages of Student-Student Nonverbal 
Interaction frequencies in the large group setting. See Table 3, Appendix I. 
Totals Large Group Percentages Large Group Math 
V S_ P N V S P N 
Max (S) 2 22 7 0 9 12 11 0 
Anne (S) 8 34 18 0 1 absence 36 18 28 0 
Jack (S) 4 20 19 1 18 11 29 33 
Tony(S) 2 26 6 1 9 14 9 33 
Shelley (R) 3 52 9 0 14 28 14 0 
Sam (R) 3 32 6 1 14 17 9 33 
Note. S= special education student R= regular education student 
In sum, the seating of the six focus students in relation to teacher location did not 
appear to alter teacher-student verbal or nonverbal interaction in the large group 
configuration. This finding is somewhat in contrast to the research which suggests that 
where a student sits in the classroom to a great extent determines the level, type, and 
frequency of teacher interaction (Schwebel & Cherlin, 1972; Brooks & Rogers, 1981). 
Nevertheless, Miss O did not interact more with students who were physically closer to 
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her during whole group (20 students) instruction. 
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Small Group/ Lessons 5-10. In all six small group math lessons the children sat on 
either side of a rectangular table with Miss O at the head (see Appendix M). Although all 
of the students were sitting close together, there were some differences in student-student 
and student-teacher nonverbal interaction. The next several paragraphs discuss these 
differences by lesson. 
Lesson five. The students tended to focus more of their attention on the procedure of 
the student sitting next to or across from them. The procedure component of the eye 
focus category consistently showed the highest frequencies in this lesson for both the 
special education students and the regular education students. Observations and coded 
data indicate that student interest was focused on individual and team performance. The 
students and Miss O appeared to concentrate on what each child was doing and how well 
they were doing it. 
Lesson six. None of the focus students received frequencies in the verbal eye contact 
category or non-attending category for this lesson. Again, the procedure component of 
the eye focus category consistently showed the highest frequencies for both the special 
education students and the regular education students except for Anne who focused more 
on Jack, who was sitting to her right. Also, students were inclined to focus more of their 
attention on the procedure of the student sitting next to them except in the case of Max 
(SES) whose frequencies were slightly higher as he focused more on his team mate Tony 
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(SES), who sat one seat away from him. In Lesson 5, Jack (SES) also focused more on 
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the procedure of Anne, his teammate, than on the student sitting next to him. Anne (SES) 
was “winning” near the end of the math game which may have resulted in the additional 
interest and attention received by her teammate. These data suggest that team activities 
appeared to have prompted interaction and may have, at times, superceded the proximity 
factor as a more salient influence. 
Lesson seven. Jack, Max (SESs) and Shelley (RES) did not tally in the non-attending 
category and Anne (SES) and Sam (RES) each received only one frequency. These low 
attending frequencies may indicate a higher level of engagement in this lesson. This lesson 
also required the use of many different materials (e g., rods, cubes, dice, number cards, 
place value board) perhaps creating a greater need and desire to focus on the action and 
direction of the lesson. Students continued to focus their attention on the student and the 
student procedure of those who were physically closest to them. 
Lessons eight, nine, and ten. Overall students who sat next to each other and directly 
or diagonally across from each other interacted more and therefore had greater 
frequencies during these small group math lessons. Based on frequencies, it appeared 
that Sam and Shelley (RESs) were inclined to seek each other out in terms of eye focus 
regardless of seating arrangement. This result was similar to what has been reported in the 
large group configuration and again may be due to their need to verify concept 
understanding and level of performance with a comparable peer. Again the procedure 
subcategory received the highest number of frequencies for virtually all students. The only 
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exception to this was Max’s attending to student score which was much higher (36) than 
his procedure score (21) in lesson 10. This may have been the result of a seating change 
which affected his location half way through the lesson. Due to Anne’s absence, only 5 
students participated in the small group math lesson that day. Sam was asked to switch 
to the other side of the table ten minutes into the lesson to even up the sides in this team 
inspired game. Sam’s seating change placed him in the middle of one side of the table and 
put Max at the far end, perhaps making it more difficult for Max to now watch every 
child’s procedure. 
In sum, there were strong similarities between regular and special education students 
in the procedure component of the eye focus category. Using the data compiled from 
these ten lessons provides some indication that both the RES and the SES in this study 
were more actively engaged in the learning process when using manipulatives in an 
appropriate manner, regardless of their cognitive ability. Research tells us that student 
engagement can lead to a greater understanding of concepts (Woolfolk & Brooks, 1985) 
which could ultimately lead to higher levels of achievement. “Students are more likely to 
learn if they cooperate and participate in class activities designed to produce learning.” 
(Woolfolk & Brooks, 1985 p.520). 
78 
The following data reference the totals and percentages of Student-Student Nonverbal 
Interaction frequencies in the small group setting. See Table 3, Appendix I. 
Totals Small Group Percentages Small Group 
V S P N 
‘ 
V S P N 
Max (S) 5 73 128 6 1 absence Max (S) 10 22 14 13 
Anne (S) 10 61 124 7 1 absence Anne (S) 20 18 14 15 
Jack (S) 4 37 156 8 Jack (S) 8 11 17 17 
Tony(S) 13 29 119 14 Tony(S) 26 9 13 30 
Shelley (R) 11 84 168 3 Shelley (R) 22 25 19 7 
Sam (R) 7 55 198 8 Sam (R) 14 16 22 17 
Note. S= special education student R= regular education student 
The Role of Proximity in Teacher-Student Nonverbal Interaction 
The teacher’s (Miss O) actions often determined whether it was the procedure or the 
teacher that the child was attending to in the large group lessons. For example, when Miss 
O was writing on the board, the children tended to look at what was being written. When 
Miss O verbally gave directions, she usually stood while speaking to the class. In these 
situations the students were more likely to be focusing in on the teacher herself. 
Large Group/ Lessons 1-4. In large group lessons. Miss O often swept the room with 
her eyes as she asked questions or explained procedure. This was a common behavior for 
Miss O. Due to the brevity of the action, however, it was often difficult to distinguish 
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which children were actually being looked at during those sweeps. Miss O often walked 
around the room and among the student desks occasionally extending her hand towards a 
student as a signal that they may respond to her inquiry. 
Variances in Teacher - Student Proximity in Lesson 4 are worth noting (see Table 2, 
Appendix H). In this lesson Sam and Shelley (RESs) were physically closest to Miss O. 
But it was Tony (SES), sitting farther away from Miss O, who received three times as 
many verbal eye contact frequencies as any other student during that lesson. As 
previously indicated this piece of data may say more about the nature of Tony’s learning 
needs than the role of teacher-student proximity. In Lessons 1 and 3, Max and Sam sat 
farther away from Miss O but also received the greatest number of verbal eye contact 
frequencies. In Lesson 2, it was Shelley and Tony who were in closer proximity to Miss 
O and did, in this instance, receive the greatest number of verbal eye contact frequencies. 
The data suggest that for Miss O, closer student proximity did not always invite more 
nonverbal interaction. 
Overall, Miss O consistently exhibited similar frequencies in the procedure eye focus 
sub-category. Table 2 (Appendix H) displays Miss O’s nonverbal frequency totals with 
each student. 
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The following data reference the totals and percentages of Teacher-Student Nonverbal 
Interaction frequencies in the large group setting. See Table 2, Appendix H. 
Totals Large Group Percentages Large Group 
Max (S) 
V 
13 
S 
2 
P 
4 
N 
0 
V 
18 
S 
17 
P 
12 
N 
0 
Anne (S) 7 0 4 1 10 0 12 100 
Jack (S) 11 2 5 0 15 17 15 0 
Tony(S) 15 3 9 0 21 25 26 0 
Shelley (R) 12 1 6 0 17 8 18 0 
Sam (R) 14 4 6 0 19 33 18 0 
Note, S= special education student R= regular education student 
In sum. It appears that in this large group setting, close teacher-student proximity 
didn’t consistently raise or lower the nonverbal frequency. 
Small Group/ lessons 5-10. When first assessing Miss O’s data in the procedure eve 
focus subcategory, the frequencies do appear to vary for each student. However, 
observations from the videotapes and my own field notes indicate that Miss O did watch 
all students take their turn regardless of where they sat in relation to her position at the 
rectangular table. Some turns took longer than others and may have prompted more 
verbal and nonverbal interaction. Length of turn might also be associated with a child’s 
ability to compute. At times a higher frequency might have been attributable to student 
need or desire. For example in Lesson 8, Miss O helped Anne (SES) one on one by 
crouching beside her and assisting her in the manipulation of her materials. As previously 
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suggested, Anne was the student who needed the most academic support during her math 
lessons. This created a much higher verbal count and one that was far greater than any 
other student during this lesson. Anne (SES) continued to tally high in all 3 interactive 
situations and received the majority of the non-attending frequencies which may be the 
result of her propensity for distraction. 
In Lesson 7, Anne and Jack (SESs) sat on either side of Miss O and had the greatest 
number of frequencies in the procedure sub-category. Overall, Anne and Jack (SESs) 
received the greatest number of frequencies in the procedure area in the small group 
lessons. Jack (SES) always sat to the right of Miss O either next to or in the middle of the 
table whereas Anne’s (SES) seating was more varied. Student need and ability level 
appeared to be a greater factor in promoting nonverbal interaction than teacher-student 
proximity. 
Max (SES) received the lowest verbal, procedure, and teacher frequencies in 
Lesson 8, although he sat next to Miss O. But Max (SES) tallied well in the subcategory 
of teacher eye focus in the student to teacher situation. This may indicate that Max (SES) 
was watching the teacher model and assist others during the lesson. In my experience 
students can and do learn from teacher and peer modeling. Students may also benefit 
from watching other students as they are assisted in their learning. 
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The following data reference the totals and percentages of Teacher-Student Nonverbal 
Interaction frequencies in the small group setting. See Table 2, Appendix H. 
Totals Small Group Percentages Small Group 
V S P N V S. P N 
Max (S) 38 54 49 2 13 19 11 17 
Anne (S) 64 48 94 7 22 17 21 58 
Jack (S) 50 52 89 0 17 19 20 0 
Tony(S) 49 47 71 0 17 17 16 0 
Shelley (R) 51 32 70 2 17 11 16 17 
Sam (R) 41 47 68 1 14 17 15 8 
Note. S= special education student R= regular education student 
In sum, it appeared that Miss O attended to all students equitably regardless of 
proximity. Miss O did focus more of her attention on student procedure with Jack and 
Anne (SESs) who received the most frequencies although their seating varied. It was 
also observed that Miss O was more likely to address Anne’s non-attentiveness when she 
was physically closer to her (e g., hand on her arm, eye gaze). 
The Role of Proximity in Student-Teacher Nonverbal Interaction 
Large group/ lessons 1-4. In Lessons One and Two nearly every focus student, 
regardless of where they sat, tallied high in the teacher eye focus category indicating that 
they were making eye contact with the teacher during her instruction. 
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However, this was not true for Jack (SES)who sat furthest away from the teacher. 
Again, Jack focused more on the procedure of the lesson than on the individual 
conducting the lesson. 
Tony’s (SES) verbal eye contact with Miss O remained high regardless of seating. 
High verbal frequencies for Tony were not unusual as previously discussed. Tony enjoyed 
interacting with Miss O whenever and wherever he could. 
RES appeared to be consistent in the teacher and procedure sub-categories regardless 
of proximity. There was a consistency with both RES in all nonverbal areas. 
Max (SES) and Shelley (RES) consistently had the fewest non-attending frequencies 
regardless of where they sat during these four math lessons. Anne (SES) always sat in one 
of the six seats located in the middle of the classroom. This seating arrangement was 
partially the result of my attempt to capture all six students on videotape and Miss O’s 
need to have Anne facing the front blackboard for optimum learning in the large group 
configuration. Although Anne (SES) did not refrain from turning and facing other 
students during large group lessons, Anne’s proximity to others may have influenced with 
whom and how often she interacted. For example, Anne’s nonverbal interactions tended 
to be more frequent and more welcomed by Shelley (RES) and Max (SES) than by Sam 
(RES). 
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In sum, student-teacher proximity did not appear to be a consistent factor for RES or 
SES. This deviates from the student-student nonverbal interaction data which suggests 
that proximity was a consistent factor among students. 
Small group/ Lessons 5-10. In the student-teacher situation, closer proximity did not 
necessarily generate greater nonverbal interaction in small group lessons. For example, in 
Lesson 5 Anne (SES) sat furthest from Miss O yet tallied high in all nonverbal categories 
whereas Jack and Max (SES) were physically closest to Miss O yet had the fewest 
frequencies. The RES both sat in the middle on opposite sides of the table and had the 
greatest frequencies in the verbal eye contact category. This choice positioning would 
also give these regular education students optimum focus at the table and the ability to 
easily assess and/or support the performance of the other. Their choice seating also 
helped to equalized the team play for all six small group lessons. One can only speculate 
on whether this was a conscious choice on their part. 
Sam (RES) who sat in the middle and Anne (SES) who sat at the far end had the 
greatest number of frequencies in the teacher sub-category for this lesson and had by far 
the greatest number of teacher frequencies in all of the small group lessons. 
Max’s seating choices may have influenced his nonverbal interaction with Miss O. The 
data indicate that the closer Max sat to the teacher, the fewer his verbal eye contacts. 
85 
Making eye contact with someone sitting directly to your left or right may be physically 
awkward at times and less beneficial for the student than focusing on teacher procedure. 
The following data reference the totals and percentages of Student-Teacher Nonverbal 
Interaction frequencies in the small group setting. See Table 1, Appendix G. 
Totals Small Group Percentages Small Group 
V 1 P N V_ 1 P N 
Max (S) 22 36 46 5 7 9 16 12 
Anne (S) 96 110 55 11 30 29 20 28 
Jack (S) 36 26 47 6 11 7 17 14 
Tony(S) 69 37 46 13 22 10 16 33 
Shelley (R) 46 55 42 1 15 15 15 3 
Sam (R) 46 115 44 4 15 30 16 10 
Note. S= special education student R= regular education student 
In sum, student-teacher proximity may have been a factor at times but what appears to 
be a more consistent influence, based on the data and classroom observations, is the nature 
of each individual student and teacher and how their personalities and personal learning 
styles may have affected the nonverbal interaction in this learning environment. For 
example, classroom observations and higher frequencies indicate Anne’s apparent need for 
one-on-one academic support and Tony’s seeming need to be verbally interactive with the 
teacher. Another factor worth considering is the teaching method or technique that was 
implemented (e.g., turn taking) and how this type of classroom protocol may have 
influenced the nonverbal behaviors of all of the students and their teacher. 
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Teacher Voice Tone 
Research studies indicate that Paralanguage, (e.g., voice tone, volume, tempo, pitch, 
and intensity along with sounds, hesitations, and pauses ) or teacher voice tone may be a 
factor in classroom interaction. The following paragraph describes the voice tone of Miss 
O, the classroom teacher. 
Miss O’s voice quality may be described as strong and purposeful. She was able to 
project her voice so that all students heard her regardless of where she was in the 
classroom. She varied her pitch in a lilting manner often holding on to the ending syllable 
of words. For example, in response to a child’s answer which was totally unexpected she 
retorts “okay” with the long sound of (a) held for an additional second then ending the 
sound in an uplifting pitch. In reply to Max (SES), who gave an incorrect response in 
Lesson 2 she said, “Oh, Good Try” with the long (i) sound held for an extra second and a 
smile on her face. Miss O elevated and lowered the pitch of her voice quite readily when 
addressing her students but the volume of her voice remained fairly constant. 
Table 4 (see Appendix J) shows the results of coding done for each lesson in the voice 
tone category. A time sample matrix using 30 second intervals was used to log in typical 
and atypical teacher voice tone as well as teacher silences during lesson instruction. Voice 
tone was defined as changes in pitch “often used to express difference in 
meaning... strengthen” Webster, 1976). 
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Overall the percentages in both the large and small group math lessons were consistent. 
Fifty-four percent of the time Miss O exhibited Typical (positive, approving) voice tone in 
both the large and small group math lessons. Examples of phrases spoken while using a 
typical voice tone during large group math lessons were; “good thinking”; “ would you 
count it for us?”; “who can tell me what I am doing?”; “do you know?”; “yes you may”; 
“very good”; “ nice job.” Examples of typical phrases used in the small group math 
lessons were; “all right”; “are you all set”?; “ooooh”; “I need your eyes up here”; 
“what do you need to do?”; “how do we know for sure?” 
Miss O used an Atypical voice tone ( e. g., noticeable drop in pitch, a lowering of the 
voice in a more re-directive manner) six percent of the time in the large group math 
lessons and eight percent of the time in small group math lessons. Examples of phrases 
spoken while using an atypical voice in the large group math lessons were; “make it 
quick”; “look at your own paper”; “you need to help me here”; “y°u should have”; 
“why did you do that?” Examples of phrases spoken while using an atypical voice tone in 
the small group math lessons were; “hold on”; “let Sam finish”; “give them halfback”; 
“Anne, wait one minute”; “ lower your hand, Anne”; “you want to listen”; “don’t tell her”; 
“look at me.” 
Forty percent of the time Miss O used Silences (e.g., pausing while a child is taking 
his/her turn or while children were placing their materials on the board or writing numbers 
* 
on their papers) during large group math lessons and thirty-eight percent of the time 
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during small group math lessons while children were working or taking their turn. The 
combined totals of Typical voice tone and Silences in both the large and small group math 
lessons was 94% and 92% respectively. Atypical voice tone in both large and small 
group lessons was 6% and 8% respectively. 
Table 4 -Voice 
Tone - Large Typical Atypical Silences 
Group 
Lesson 1 18 2 20 
Lesson 2 25 0 15 
Lesson 3 22 4 14 
Lesson 4 21 4 15 
Totals 86 10 64 
Small group Typical Atypical Silences 
Lesson 5 18 2 12 
Lesson 6 21 1 18 
Lesson 7 16 6 18 
Lesson 8 15 2 23 
Lesson 9 25 4 11 
Lesson 10 30 4 6 
Totals 125 19 88 
160 
232 
Note. Small group math lessons (59%) had 18 % more frequencies than large group math 
lessons (41%). 
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While observing Miss O during the course of this study as well as watching and coding 
the video tapes numerous times, I found that her verbal and nonverbal behaviors were, for 
the most part, synchronized. It appeared to me that this harmony contributed to the 
apparent lack of confusion in the classroom. The children always seemed clear on her 
expectations. The children responded to her in a polite, upbeat, and courteous manner. 
They did not use disrespectful language or a negative voice tone. Miss O modeled a type 
of behavior which was mirrored back by the children. 
In sum, the data presented here suggest that regular education students (RES) and 
special education students (SES) appeared to be actively engaged in classroom math 
activities in both the large and small group lessons as evidenced by their nonverbal 
behaviors. Motivating factors, especially prevalent in the small group lessons, such as 
frequent opportunities to succeed, immediate remediation by teacher or peer and the 
desire to excel (e g., to win the game as observed in Lesson 5) were evidenced in each 
lesson. The teacher’s continuous use of math manipulatives, frequent and consistent 
modeling of technique and process, and the use of a turn taking lesson protocol appeared 
to be effective in achieving a positive and productive learning experience for all students 
involved. A voice tone which was consistent and predominantly positive were also factors 
which may have contributed to what appears to be a constructive and collaborative 
classroom environment. 
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH, AND 
IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHERS AND TEACHER EDUCATORS 
Summary of Study 
This study examined the nonverbal interaction between a classroom teacher and six 
students (4 male, 2 female) in a second grade inclusion classroom. Its purpose was to 
compare specific nonverbal behaviors of children who are considered average in ability 
with those who are perceived as cognitively challenged, while they are engaged in 
classroom instruction. This study also examined specific nonverbal behaviors of one 
classroom teacher as she interacted with this select group of students within the context of 
a naturalistic classroom environment. 
Research studies which address nonverbal communication in primary classrooms are 
limited and studies which include children with cognitive limitations in inclusion settings 
are nonexistent. The data collected for this study offer some insights for teachers and 
teacher educators to consider as they design positive and productive learning 
environments for all students. 
The data collection involved videotaping small and large group math lessons, 
classroom observations noting context, and formal and informal discussions with the 
classroom teacher regarding lesson instruction, student profiles, and overall study validity. 
Each math lesson was videotaped using two cameras on tripods. In the large group 
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lessons one camera primarily focused on the classroom teacher and the other focused on 
the 6 participating students during lesson instruction. In the small group lessons, each 
camera was angled so that the teacher and three of the six students were seen on each 
tape. This two camera technique was most effective in capturing nonverbal interaction on 
videotape. Each videotape was viewed simultaneously using two television screens for 
accuracy in coding. 
For purposes of analysis, each videotape was viewed numerous times in an effort to 
capture the nonverbal interaction in the following categories: Verbal eye contact and Eye 
Focus which is further categorized as; Attending to Teacher/Student, Attending to 
Procedure, and Non-Attending. Data were collected in three situations: Student-teacher, 
Teacher-student, and Student-student. The role of teacher/student proximity and teacher 
voice tone were addressed separately. Tallies were used as a means of tracking the 
frequency of behaviors in the categories of Verbal eye contact and Eye focus for each 
lesson and each situation. A time sample matrix using 30 second intervals was used to log 
in typical and atypical teacher voice tone as well as teacher silences during lesson 
instruction. A seating chart noting where students chose to sit (small group lessons) or 
had been assigned to sit (large group lessons) provided additional data addressing the 
teacher/student proximity component of this study. 
The use of frequencies, coding symbols, seating arrangement charts, and a written 
narrative noting context (including conditions, situations, or circumstances which might 
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affect instruction or participation) assisted in capturing and analyzing the student-teacher, 
teacher-student, and student-student nonverbal interaction for each lesson. 
The following section addresses the results of this study using the research questions 
noted in Chapter I. 
Addressing the Research Questions 
1. Which nonverbal behavior(s) are most commonly exhibited by the focus 
students and teacher? 
• Eye Focus procedure for students and teacher and Verbal Eye contact for teacher 
Student-teacher. The most common nonverbal behavior exhibited by all six students 
in this study was eye focus in the procedure subcategory. Students looked at the teacher 
modeling an activity or at a fellow student as they took a turn executing an activity, more 
often than any of the other nonverbal behaviors studied. Frequencies in this subcategory 
were similar between the regular education students (RES) and the special education 
students (SES) in both the large and small group configurations in most lessons. This 
finding suggests that student engagement in both large and small group math activities was 
predicated on student desire and interest in following the lesson protocol regardless of 
cognitive ability. Lessons which provide activities which generate student interest 
(Woolfolk & Brooks, 1985) are more likely to stimulate student learning. Perhaps clever 
and thoughtful lesson planning which provides a common student stimulus will assist 
teachers as they attempt to address the diversity found in today’s inclusion classrooms. 
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Teacher-student. The classroom teacher used verbal eve contact most often with all 
students in the large group situation. During small group lessons, the category of verbal 
eve contact and the subcategories, student and procedure eye focus were employed 
extensively and pervasively by Miss O with each of the six focus students. This finding 
indicates consistency and equity in Miss O’s nonverbal responsiveness to her students. 
Variations in frequencies among students appeared to be based on Miss O’s response to 
individual student need. 
Student-student. Overall the students tended to focus more of their attention on 
each other than on the procedure in the large group lessons but in the small group lessons 
the procedure eye focus subcategory dominated for all students. This discrepancy may be 
attributed to classroom logistics and the notion that in the larger group setting students 
may not be able to “see” the procedure process of those students who are not in close 
proximity and may therefore be more apt to focus their eyes on the individuals themselves. 
RES-SES. The regular education students (RES) were similar in the verbal eye 
contact, teacher, and procedure eye focus areas in the large group configuration and in the 
verbal and procedure areas in the small group lessons. The RES tallied the same in the 
non-attending category in both the large and small group lessons. Overall RES had fewer 
non-attending in the small group configuration. This finding suggests that RES appeared 
to be slightly more attentive than the SES and focused more on the teacher, however, 
student eye focus in the procedure subcategory and in the verbal eye contact category for 
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both RES and SES were similar. Differences between the RES can be found in the 
teacher eye focus subcategory in the small group configuration. The data show a 
discrepancy between the two regular education students regarding duration of student eye 
contact with Miss O. This difference may be the result of student preference or individual 
learning style. The need for further quantitative assessment regarding duration of student 
eye contact is addressed in the section. Recommendations for Further Research. 
Overall, special education students (SES) were more varied in the verbal eye contact 
category, teacher eye focus and non-attending subcategories. These variances may be 
attributable to individual learning styles, and personality traits. 
In sum, the data indicate that students, regardless of cognitive ability, appeared more 
focused on their learning when actively participating in structured math lessons. 
Procedure eye focus frequencies dominated when students were manipulating materials or 
watching the teacher or students closest to them manipulate materials during math lessons. 
In my experience students can and do learn from teachers who model procedure. They 
can also learn from watching other students as they model or are assisted in their learning 
by a peer or teacher. Indications from the data in this study suggest that when students 
were using materials or manipulatives they appeared to be more engaged in that learning 
activity. Research suggests that student engagement can lead to higher levels of skill 
development (Woolfolk & Brooks, 1985). This may be especially significant for young 
% 
students who are in the process of weaving the underpinnings which will support a 
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foundation of knowledge and hopefully the desire for a life of inquiry. The old Chinese 
proverb which states. What I hear, I forget; what I see, I remember; what I do, I 
understand, may be applicable here. If watching an individual perform an action is better 
than just listening to an individual explain how to do an action then perhaps doing the 
action itself is the most preferable of all and the one in which the greatest amount of 
learning takes place. 
2. Are the nonverbal behaviors exhibited by the regular education students and 
the special education students similar in type and or frequency? 
• Yes, for Procedure 
RES vs SES. Procedure frequencies for RES and SES are the most similar of all of the 
nonverbal categories studied in both large and small group configurations in the Student- 
Teacher nonverbal interaction situation. 
There appeared to be no meaningful differences in aggregate between the RES and the 
SES in the non-attending sub-category. Individual student differences did occur in some 
lessons with higher frequencies earned by Anne, Tony, and Jack (SESs). Shelley (RES) 
and Max (SES) had the overall lowest frequencies. 
In the small group math lessons the RES had identical frequencies in the verbal eye 
contact category whereas the SES had a wide span with Anne (96) and Tony(69) logging 
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frequencies well above the other 2 special education students. The differences among 
students with learning discrepancies appeared based on individual learning styles and 
variations in affect. 
Based on frequencies and personal observations it appears that Sam and Shelley, the 
regular education students, were often inclined to seek each other out in turns of eye focus 
regardless of seating arrangement. This action was most noticeable in the small group 
lessons 8, 9, and 10. This gesture may be attributable to the desire and/or need to affirm 
performance with a peer of similar or greater ability. Miss O confirmed that Sam often 
sought out the approval of a peer. 
Overall, in the small group lessons, there were no discemable differences between the 
special education students and the regular education students in the verbal eye contact 
category in the Teacher-student situation although Anne (SES) had by far the greatest 
frequency. 
Using the data compiled from these ten lessons provides some indication that both the 
RES and the SES in this study were more actively engaged in the learning process when 
using manipulatives in an appropriate manner, regardless of their cognitive ability. 
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Research tells us that student engagement can lead to a greater understanding of concepts 
(Woolfolk & Brooks, 1985) which could ultimately lead to higher levels of achievement. 
In the Student-student situation, in the area of nonverbal eye focus, overall the 
students focused more on their fellow students than on the procedure of those students in 
the large group math lessons. Again there were no discemable differences between SES 
and RES in the student eye focus category. One can speculate that student proximity 
may have influenced whether or not a student was able to see the procedural performance 
of another student. Also in a larger setting there is the potential for greater distraction and 
diversion. For example a student may wander to the waste basket, seek contact with 
another teacher, or focus on a student entering the classroom. And it is not uncommon 
for the deep recesses of a student’s desk to suddenly become a most desirous place to 
investigate. The small group settings in this study involved six students and one teacher 
sitting symmetrically at a rectangular table. The level of interaction and expectation was, 
in this case, much greater perhaps creating less of an inclination for students to find other 
ways of passing the time. The seeds of learning begin to sprout once you’ve captured the 
interest of a child. 
As previously stated, the procedure component of the eye focus category consistently 
showed the highest frequencies for both the special education students and the regular 
education students (in S-S) except in specific situations in which focusing on a teammate 
appeared preferable. Team activities appeared to prompt interaction with students who 
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were not as physically close and may, at times, supercede the proximity factor as a more 
salient influence. Individual and/or team performances coupled with the basic desire to 
win are often enticing incentives for student engagement. 
3. Which context (small vs. large group setting; teacher-student proximity) 
prompts the greatest frequency of nonverbal behaviors? 
• Small Group setting; Proximity- not a consistent factor 
Small vs. large group. The small group setting lent itself to greater frequencies in 
each of the nonverbal categories for both RES and SES in this study. Perhaps this is due, 
in part, to students having more opportunities to interact in small groups. Furthermore, in 
small groups the expectations for each group member can often be greater in terms of 
participation and team work. It is not as easy to hide among the few as it is to hide 
among the many. Small group activities provide opportunities for students to be 
physically closer to the teacher and to other students enabling each to watch the process of 
the other for clarification and immediate remediation. This may be especially important 
for students who have learning difficulties or need more time when processing new 
information. In this study students participated in turn taking activities in the small group 
configuration. This technique gives students the opportunity to see the same skill or 
procedure modeled numerous times by different individuals. Frequent repetition is a tried 
and true learning technique. This turn taking technique may have influenced the verbal 
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and nonverbal behaviors of both students and teacher in these small group lessons. Fewer 
frequencies in the non-attending sub-category data from this study may be another 
indication of greater student engagement in the small group configuration. 
Proximity. The seating of the six focus students in relation to teacher location did not 
appear to alter teacher-student nonverbal interaction in the large or small group 
configuration. Closer student-teacher proximity didn’t consistently raise or lower the 
nonverbal frequency. 
In sum, student-teacher proximity may have been a factor at times but what appears to 
be a more consistent influence, based on the data and classroom observations, is the nature 
of each individual student and teacher and how their personalities and personal learning 
styles may have affected the nonverbal interaction in this learning environment. For 
example, the frequency data on Jack as well as my personal observations indicated that 
Jack’s nonverbal learning preference involved focusing on the procedure of a lesson versus 
focusing on the individual performing that procedure. Jack is not a student who engages 
in a high level of eye contact, yet Jack appeared to understand the process of the activities 
being presented and was often observed successfully responding to questions and/or 
completing his turns. Students like Jack provide some evidence that eye contact is not 
the only way to assess student engagement in the classroom. Students with and without 
learning discrepancies vary in their applied mechanisms for academic success. This is not 
the place to speculate on the myriad reasons why a student does not engage in eye 
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contact. I would be remiss, however, if I failed to suggest that in general, teachers might 
consider developing a student’s natural learning tendencies and refrain from attempting to 
have a student conform to an arbitrary albeit traditional standard. Educators can not 
assume a child is not engaged simply because s/he chooses not to make or sustain eye 
contact. 
Addressing Teacher Voice Tone 
Although voice tone was not part of any research question it was a component of this 
study and will be addressed here. In sum, the data showed that Miss O’s voice tone was 
consistent in both the large and small group lessons. Fifty-four percent of the time Miss O 
exhibited Typical (positive, approving) voice tone and nearly forty percent of the time she 
used silences (e.g., pauses while a child is taking his/her turn). The combined percentages 
for Typical and Silences in both large and small group lessons were 94% and 92% 
respectively. This consistency in voice tone can be an indicator for students on their level 
of performance in a classroom setting (Weinstein, 1981) and how well that performance is 
being received by the teacher. In one research study a student remarked, “Well, the 
teacher may say you did a good job, but if she doesn’t use her special high voice, it wasn’t 
that good” (as cited by Woolfolk & Brooks, 1985, p.519). Educators need to be 
cognizant of not only what they are saying but how they are saying it. A challenge for us 
all. 
Miss O used an Atypical voice tone ( e. g., noticeable drop in pitch, a lowering of the 
voice in a more re-directive manner) six percent of the time in the large group math 
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lessons and eight percent of the time in small group math lessons. Miss O rarely had to 
repeat herself when using this voice tone. Perhaps its was her infrequent use of an atypical 
voice tone which increased its effectiveness in the classroom. Varying voice tone can be a 
deliberate means of captivating a group of students or a signal to students to rethink their 
course of action. 
While observing Miss O during the course of this study as well as watching and coding 
the videotapes numerous times, I found that her verbal and nonverbal behaviors were, for 
the most part, synchronized. It appeared to me that this harmony contributed to the 
apparent lack of confusion in the classroom. When children are exposed to inconsistencies 
in social messages (e g., teacher chastising a student while smiling) their developed 
standards for deciphering meaning becomes skewed and meaning becomes “lost, distorted, 
or misinterpreted” (Blanck & Rosenthal, 1982, p. 224). Research by Bugental and Love 
(1975) and Hall and Levine (1976) suggest that extensive exposure to such inconsistencies 
creates anxiety and can promote hostile behaviors in children (as cited by Blanck & 
Rosenthal, 1982, p. 225). The children in Miss O’s classroom always seemed clear on 
her expectations. They responded to her in a polite, upbeat, and courteous manner. The 
students did not use disrespectful language or a negative voice tone. Miss O modeled a 
type of behavior which was mirrored back by the children. The golden rule still shines. 
The behavior of others is often a reflection of our own. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 
Students with and without cognitive impairments in the areas of reading and math were 
the primary focus of this study. Students with other learning issues such as those with 
emotional, social, and psychomotor impairments are often part of an inclusion classroom 
but were not formally included in this study. Examining inclusion students with non- 
cognitive learning needs may prompt the emergence of a different set of nonverbal indices 
for researchers to explore and evaluate. 
In this study, students and teacher observation occurred only during classroom 
instruction. Assessing nonverbal student/teacher interaction in less formal situations (e g., 
cafeteria, playground, before and after school, passing in the hallways) may offer 
additional insights. 
Informal assessments of eye contact duration with both the special education students 
and the regular educations students indicated that at times the regular education students 
appeared to sustain eye contact more often and for longer periods of time than did most of 
the special education students. A quantitative study concentrating on the duration of eye 
contact with students of varying cognitive abilities is an area researchers might consider 
pursuing. 
The students and teacher in this study were of Anglo-American descent. This factor 
n 
eliminated the possibility of deriving diverse cultural and ethnic data. Further research in 
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inclusion classrooms with a more diverse racial, ethnic, and cultural base would provide 
additional data which could then be generalized to a broader population. 
This study was conducted in a small middle class town of 10,000 people. Researchers 
might consider conducting a similar study in a more urban or affluent community. 
Examining student-teacher interaction in other geographical locations with a greater 
population, is another area of research yet to be investigated. 
This study concentrated on the nonverbal behaviors which occurred in a primary 
inclusion classroom. Future research involving the nonverbal interaction of inclusion 
students and their teachers at the upper grade levels where students are often exposed to 
many different teachers during the course of a day may yield different results. 
Four students with special needs and two students who were considered regular 
education students made up the focus group for this study. However, fourteen other 
students were also part of this primary inclusion classroom. A research study which looks 
at the nonverbal interaction among all of the students in an inclusion classroom as well as 
all of the educational professionals they work with might provide a productive look into 
the unchartered waters of nonverbal classroom dynamics. 
Researchers might also consider a similar study looking at the nonverbal classroom 
interaction at different times of the school year. How does the nonverbal interaction 
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between students and teachers and students and students differ in the fall versus the spring 
when, for example, classroom management rules and techniques have either evolved or 
been firmly established? 
Extended areas of inquiry might include exploring whether there is any relationship 
between teacher nonverbal behaviors, and teacher experience. Do teachers consciously 
establish nonverbal expressions and gestures over time and how effective are those 
behaviors in projecting the intended message? What role does gender, age, race, and 
culture play in the nonverbal spectrum of teacher-student interaction? And what effect do 
these variables have on student nonverbal behaviors in the inclusion classroom? Research 
suggests that behavioral reciprocity is a powerful classroom phenomenon (Bates, 1976). 
Researchers might also consider doing a “blind study” where the investigator collects data 
on nonverbal student/teacher classroom interaction but is not privy to which children are 
cognitively impaired and which are considered regular education students. 
Other methodologies including discourse analysis, and conversation analysis, which 
attempt to forge the verbal and nonverbal components of communication by studying them 
as a unit, is another research approach worthy of consideration. 
Implications for Teachers and Teacher Educators 
The data from this study also indicate a relationship between teacher voice tone and 
effective classroom management. Miss O tallied high in the positive or approving voice 
* 
tone and in giving the students the opportunity to think (silences) before responding. Her 
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frequencies were significantly lower (6%) in the more re-directive or atypical category, 
however this selective usage of a lower of voice tone appeared to be quite effective in 
eliminating unwanted behaviors. Middleman (1972) found that teachers using positive 
language while projecting a no-nonsense delivery manner appears to be the most effective 
in increasing student productivity. Perhaps even more important is Miss O’s natural 
ability to synchronize her verbal and nonverbal behaviors. This synchronicity appeared to 
establish a harmonious atmosphere and may have contributed to the apparent lack of 
confusion in the classroom. Teachers who consciously integrate their verbal and 
nonverbal behaviors may help improve their communique with students. 
The data collected in this study also support the research which suggests the existence 
of a viable connection between teacher nonverbal interaction and classroom management 
techniques. As Woolfolk and Brooks (1985) conclude, “The link between teacher 
nonverbal behavior and student learning may be found in research on effective classroom 
management. Students are more likely to learn if they cooperate and participate in class 
activities designed to produce learning. Nonverbal expressions of the teacher may play a 
major role in establishing and maintaining pupil cooperation during instructional activities” 
(p.520). 
Recognizing the significant evidence provided by the nonverbal research coupled with 
nearly two decades of personal teaching experience and the results of this study I offer the 
following suggestions for consideration as teachers begin their school year. 
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1. Begin the year by using an affirmative voice tone. 
2. Model desired classroom behaviors and practices. 
3. Teach nonverbal signals and their meanings - all students do not 
perceive cues in the same manner. 
4. Vary voice tone, teacher/student location in the room, and expressive 
movements to help retain student attention. 
5. Be consistent in establishing and carrying out procedures - this too is an 
nonverbal indicator which helps students understand and function 
effectively within the parameters of the classroom. 
6. Synchronize verbal and nonverbal behaviors - mixed messages are 
particularly confusing for young children and especially for students with special needs 
who may already be struggling to process information. 
7. Be ever mindful of context (the situation defines the course of action)- this will 
ultimately determine the appropriate and most effective nonverbal behavior to use. 
Teachers ... “can make it possible for the children to hear and see their thinking” 
(Woolfolk & Brooks, 1985). 
A Final Thought 
When an effective communication system has been established, there may be greater 
opportunities for learning and fewer chances for disruptions. When there is less of a need 
to concentrate on modifying student behavior there may be more of a desire to modify and 
improve instructional practices. 
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Teachers who develop positive classroom management methods may be more willing to 
use multiple teaching strategies and techniques. This multiplicity may help to engage and 
inspire students in their learning as well as minimize potential discipline problems. 
Recognizing that nonverbal behaviors and nonverbal interaction in classroom settings can 
provide insights into the dynamics and effectiveness of teacher-student communication is 
another indicator for teachers and teacher educators to consider as they develop their 
pedagogical repertoires. 
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APPENDIX A 
PARENT/GUARDIAN CONSENT LETTER - PILOT 
January, 17, 2000 
Dear Second Grade Parents or Guardians, 
My name is Susan Rosa. As you may recall I taught various grade levels at Happy Day 
Primary School and Maple Elementary School during the schools years 1988 through 
1998. I am currently a student at the University of Massachusetts in Amherst working 
on my doctorate. 
I am doing a brief pilot study on nonverbal behaviors in the primary classroom. This 
study will commence on February 1 and conclude on February 17. I plan to observe and 
describe nonverbal behaviors in the hopes of assisting educators in the learning process. 
In order to conduct this analysis I will need to do some classroom observations as well as 
video taping of the nonverbal interactions between students and teachers; names will not 
be used nor will identities be revealed at any time. As an educator, I am extremely 
sensitive to the issue of confidentiality. The Doctoral Committee and two raters will be 
the only other viewers of these tapes. 
This is a voluntary study and this study may help us work with children. It is important 
to note that there will be no interference with your child’s learning. The regular program 
will go on as scheduled. 
Miss O, Mrs. H, Miss Smith, and Dr. Jones have given their full support to this endeavor. 
I will share my results with you when this study has concluded. On Friday, January 21, 
from 3:30-4:30 I will be at the Happy Day School library to address any questions or 
concerns you might have regarding this study. If you do have questions and will be unable 
to attend this gathering, please feel free to call me at home at 978-249-8122. Thank you 
for your cooperation. 
Please sign below and place a check on the line which applies to you and your child. 
Very truly yours, 
Susan Rosa 
Teacher 
Signature of Parent or Guardian Dat 
* 
_ My child may participate in this educational study 
_ My child may not participate in this educational study. 
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APPENDIX B 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - PILOT 
June 12, 2000 
Dear Parents and Guardians, 
As you may recall, with your permission, a pilot study was conducted last February on the 
nonverbal interaction between students and their teachers in Miss O’s classroom. At that 
time, I looked at three specific nonverbal behaviors; eye contact, grins/grimaces, and 
positive and negative head nods. I observed these nonverbal behaviors during large group 
and small group lessons. Research indicates that all three of these nonverbal behaviors 
suggest a level of engagement in the learning process. The following is the promised 
summary of the major findings. 
Students who consistently sought eye contact with their teacher and/or sustained that eye 
contact appeared to be more engaged in the learning process. For example, they 
participated more readily, offered related information, and asked more clarifying 
questions. This nonverbal behavior was especially note worthy in the small group setting. 
Students who responded to their learning environment with a smile or a frown, or a 
positive or negative head nod, provided their teachers with information as to that student’s 
level of comprehension and task awareness. The teachers in turn responded to their 
students with smiles and used a positive voice tone which encouraged the students to ask 
questions and to take risks in their learning. 
Although the research is clear that nonverbal interaction is a primary component in human 
communication, it is important to note that individual needs and learning styles of 
students may be more of a factor in determining how students learn best. 
I want to express my sincere appreciation to you the parents, and to Dr. Jones, Miss 
Smith, Miss O, Mrs. H, and the students for their cooperation and support in completing 
this study. As thoughtful parents and educators, it is important for us to continue to 
strive for excellence in education for all students. Thank you for your continued 
contribution to that pursuit. 
Most sincerely. 
Susan Rosa, M.Ed 
110 
APPENDIX C 
PILOT DATA 
Student to Teacher - Data - Mrs. H.(SET) 2/15/00 (Day 7) 
Lesson: Small Group Math - Store Prices - making change from $.25 - decorate a 
snowman - 21 Coded Minutes Of Tape - Lesson requires out of seat movement to teacher 
and sharing materials. 
Students look at price board, choose materials to decorate paper snowman, budget their 
$.25 coin on paper, pay for materials and receive change. 
Four Students: 
2 Special Needs: Anne and Max 
2 Regular Ed: Sam and Shelley 
Head Nods Grins/Grim Eye Contact 
+ u n V NY * 
Anne: 17 17 
Max: 2 1 4 10 
Sam: 3 12 9 
Shelley: 1 1 16 17 
Student to Teacher - Data - Miss O. (RET) 2/9/00 (Day 5) 
Lesson: Small Group Math - Adding by tens (die, base ten blocks, and number cards) - 21 
Coded Minutes of Tape - half of the lesson is teaching the skill and format of the game, 
the other half is playing the game in teams of three. Students roll die, choose a card, add 
the two numbers, place an X on a prepared numbered sheet, three in a row wins. 
Anne: 1 1 4 18 22 
Max: 2 1 8 13 19 
Sam: 15 31 
Shelley. 3 1 ’ 15 19 
*V=when speaking to teacher or being spoken to by the teacher: NV— listening to teacher 
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PILOT DATA: Matrix for coding Teacher to Student - Data - Mrs H (SET) 2/15/00 
(Day 7) Small Group Math - Store Prices . * Data - Miss O. (RET) 2/9/00 (Day 5) Small 
Group Math - Adding by 10 
Max Anne Shelley Sam 
Mrs. H. 
grin 1 1 
grimace 
+ nod 1 
- nod 
+voice 
-voice 
V (eye) 9 11 15 10 
NV (eye) 1 
*Miss O. 
Max Anne Shelley Sam 
grin 
grimace 
9 2 3 2 
+ nod 
- nod 
+voice 
-voice 
6 2 1 2 
V(eye) 9 16 9 8 
NV (eye) 7 3 3 2 
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PILOT DATA: Student to Student - Data - Mrs. H. (SET) 2/15/00 (Day 7) Small 
Group Math - Store Prices 
Data - Miss O (RET) 2/9/00 (Day 5) Small Group Math-Adding by 10 
Anne’s interaction results: (Mrs. H I Anne’s interaction results: (Miss O) 
Max- 2 NV Max- 17 NV 
1 u 5 u 
Shelley - 9 NV Shelley - 8 NV 
6 V 1 n 
Sam- 1 NV Sam - 5 NV 
2 V 
1 u 
Max’s interaction results: (Mrs. H I Max’s interaction results: (Miss O) 
Anne- 1 u Anne - 7 NV 
lu 
Shelley - 1 NV 
Shelley - 7 NV 
Sam - 4 NV 1 V 
4 V 3 u 
Sam - 5 NV 
3 V 
1 u 
Sam’s interaction results: (Mrs. H.) Sam’s interaction results: (Miss O) 
Max- 1 NV Max - 5 NV 
Anne- 1 NV Anne - 2 NV 
2 V 
1 u 
Shelley- 5 NV Shelley - 4 NV 
1 V 
Shellev’s interaction results: (Mrs. H.) Shellev’s interaction results: (Miss O) 
Max- 2NV M ax 14 NV 
2 V 
2 - 
Anne- 6NV Anne - 9 NV 
5 V 1 V 
1 + 1 - 
Sam- 5 NV Sam - 12 NV 
* 
u n = grins/grimaces + - = head nods NV V = eye contact* 
* V-speaking to; NV- looks at student 
113 
APPENDIX D 
PARENT/GUARDIAN CONSENT LETTER - DISSERTATION 
49 Central Street 
Athol, MA 01331 
978/249-8122 
October 13, 2000 
Dear Parents or Guardians, 
My name is Susan Rosa and I am a doctoral student at the University of Massachusetts in 
Amherst. As you may recall, last February I conducted a pilot study on nonverbal 
communication in Miss O’s second grade classroom. At that time, with your signed 
permission, I observed and video taped the nonverbal interactions between students and 
teachers during the learning process. In June, I shared with you a summary of those 
findings. 
I am writing at this time to notify you that I am moving toward the dissertation phase of 
my program. The data collected last February will be used as part of my dissertation on 
nonverbal communication. In order to insure confidentiality, actual student and teacher 
names will not be used and the true identities of the participants and school will be 
replaced with pseudonyms. This data may also be used in future articles or presentations. 
Again your child’s identity will not be revealed. This is a voluntary study and if you would 
prefer I not include your child’s data in the dissertation document, please call or write me 
at the above address by October 20, 2000. If I do not hear from you by then, I trust that 
I may use any of the data which will help to create a meaningful document. 
Your child’s participation in this research will contribute to a growing body of knowledge 
on the impact of nonverbal behaviors in the learning process. It is often through 
cooperation and collaboration that we come to better understand and improve the learning 
process for all students. I know this is a goal we both embrace. Thank you for your 
continued support. 
Very truly yours. 
Susan Rosa, M.Ed. 
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APPENDIX E 
TEACHER CONSENT LETTER 
49 Central Street 
Athol, MA 01331 
978/249-8122 
October 20, 2000 
Miss O 
Dear Miss O, 
Last February you were kind enough to allow me into your classroom where I video taped 
you and your students engaged in the learning process. As you know, this video taping 
was done for a pilot study I was conducting on nonverbal communication. I am now in 
the process of moving toward the dissertation phase of my program at the University of 
Massachusetts. 
This letter is one of notification that I will be using the data that was collected as part of 
my dissertation on nonverbal communication in the primary inclusion classroom. Your 
identity as well as those of your students and the school will be protected by the use of 
pseudonyms. This data may also be used in future articles or presentations. Again 
confidentiality will be upheld. 
As you know, this is a voluntary study. Please sign below and place a check mark beside 
the statement that applies to you. 
Your participation in this research study contributes to a knowledge base of pedagogical 
context by providing insights into the communication process in a less than traditional 
classroom venue. It is often through cooperation and collaboration that we come to 
better understand and improve the learning process for all students. I know this is a goal 
we both embrace. Thank you for your continued support. 
Very truly yours, 
Susan B. Rosa, M.Ed. 
_You have my permission to use any of the research data. 
I wish to refrain from participating any further in this research endeavor. 
% 
_____Date_ 
Miss O, Classroom Teacher 
115 
APPENDIX F 
CODING INSTRUMENTS 
Instrument for observing and logging student-teacher nonverbal interaction 
Verbal Eye Contact Eye Focus: 
with teacher Attending-T Attending to Proc. Non-Attending 
Proxemics - Student seating arrangement in relation to teacher position during lesson 
instruction 
Date_Day_ 
Lesson Title_ 
Math Lesson: Sm. grp. Lrg. grp. 
Teacher: Miss O 
20 minute video sessions 
Comments: 
116 
Matrix for coding teacher to student nonverbal interaction 
Verbal Eye 
Contact w/S 
Eye Focus: 
Attend to S. 
Attend to S. 
Procedure 
Non- 
Attending to S. 
Max-S 
1 1 
Anne-S 
Jack - S i 
Tony-S 
Shelley-R 1 
Sam-R I 
1 
_ 
| 
Date:_Day:_Lesson Title:_Math Group: Sm. or Lrg. 
Teacher: Miss O 
20 minute video session Proxemics: Student/Teacher seating arrangement 
Additional notes and 
comments: 
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Instrument for coding student to student nonverbal interaction 
Jack 
Date:_ Day:_Lesson Title: _Math Group: Sm. or Lrg. 
Teacher: Miss O 
20 minute video session 
Proxemics: Student/Teacher seating arrangement 
Additional 
Comments: 
Coding symbols: V=verbal eye contact 
S=attending to student 
P=attending to student procedure 
N=non-attending 
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TIME SAMPLE - TEACHER VOICE TONE- 20 MIN. CODING MATRIX 
(coding frequency occurs every 30 seconds during lesson) 
+ typical 
(approving 
affirming) 
30s 1 1ml 30s 1 2m 1 30s 1 3m 1 30s 1 4m 1 30s 
- Atypical 
(bolder, 
resolute) 
5m 30s 6m 30s 7m 30s 8m | 30s 9m 
30s 10m 1 30s 11m 30s 12m 30s | 13m 1 30s 
14m 30s 15m 30s 16m 30s 17m 30s 18m 
30s 19m 30s 20m 
TOTALS: +Typical_ - Atypical_ 0 Silence 
Date:_Day:_Lesson Title:_Math Group: Sm. or Lrg. 
Teacher: Miss O 
20 minute video session 
Additional notes and comments: 
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APPENDIX J 
TEACHER VOICE TONE 
Large GrouD Tvnical Atvoical Silences 
Lesson 1 18 2 20 
Lesson 2 25 0 15 
Lesson 3 22 4 14 
Lesson 4 21 4 15 
Totals 86 10 64 160 
Percentages for teacher voice tone in large group math lessons were 
6% atypical and 40% silences. 
94% of teacher voice tone in large group math lessons were either 
(positive, approving) or silences (teacher listening while students are 
or taking their turn.) 
Small Group Tvnical Atypical Silences 
Lesson 5 18 2 12 
Lesson 6 21 1 18 
Lesson 7 16 6 18 
Lesson 8 15 2 23 
Lesson 9 25 4 11 
Lesson 10 30 4 6 
Totals 125 19 88 232 
Percentages for teacher voice tone in small group math lessons were 54% typical, 
8% atypical, and 38% silences. 
92% of teacher voice tone in small group math lessons were either 
typical (positive, approving) or silences (teacher listening while students take their turn.) 
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APPENDIX K 
STUDENT SEATING IN RELATION TO TEACHER POSITION DURING 
LARGE GROUP INSTRUCTION 
Lesson 1 (2-2-00) & Lesson 2 (2-3-00) (x=non-focus students) 
W 
i 
n 
d 
o 
w 
s 
Lesson 3 (2-10-00) (x=non-focus students) 
Back of Room 
Back of Room 
W 
x Tony 
Shelley Anne 
Max x 
Sam 
Jack 
i 
n 
d 
o 
w 
s 
(Miss O) Front (blackboard) 
Lesson 4 (2-17-00) (x-non-focus students) Anne is absent 
W 
i 
n 
d 
o 
w 
s 
(Miss O) Front (blackboard) 
Back of Room 
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APPENDIX L 
SEATING ARRANGEMENT OF STUDENTS AND TEACHER ALONG A 
RECTANGULAR TABLE DURING SMALL GROUP INSTRUCTION 
Lesson 5 (2-2-00) 
Anne Shelley Jack 
Tony Sam 
Miss O 
Max 
Lesson 7 (2-9-00) 
Tony Shelley Jack 
Sam Max 
Miss O 
Anne 
Lesson 6 (2-3-00) 
Shelley Jack Anne 
Tony Sam 
Miss O 
Max 
Lesson 8 (2-10-00) 
Shelley Anne Jack 
Tony Sam 
Miss O 
Max 
Lesson 9 (2-16-00) (Max absent) Lesson 10 (2-17-00) (Anne absent) 
X Jack Tony 
Miss O 
Anne Sam Shelley 
Sam Jack Shelley 
Miss O 
X Max Tony 
Lesson 10 (2-17-00) after 10 min - 
Sam moves to the other side of the table 
X Jack Shelley 
Max Sam 
Miss O 
Tony 
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APPENDIX M 
FIGURE 1 
Small Group Math Lesson - Camera Technique 
1 
Camera A is focused on the nonverbal interaction between Tony, Sam, Max and Miss O. 
Camera B is focused on the nonverbal interaction between Anne, Shelley, Jack and Miss 
O. 
Viewing the videotape from each camera simultaneously provides an optimum way of 
capturing the nonverbal interaction between Miss O and all of her students in the small 
group configuration. 
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